You are, in all likelihood, a social democrat. By social democrat, I mean someone who: 

1 . Supports democracy 

2. Support things like public schools, social security, medicare, medicaid, income security 

Given that both the Republican and Democrat party supports those things, if you identify with either 
the USRP or USDP, or anywhere in between, you are, quite clearly, a social democrat. 

More specifically, you probably believe the United States is a good state, muddled sure - slavery, the 
natives, rights of women - but these bad things were aberrations, and were fundamentally "anti- 
american". Those things didn't represent the true essence of the United States. Or something like that. 

Imagine 3 types of societies: 

Type 1 is the classic "authoritarian" society. This is where the state controls thought, the press, speech, 
directly and explicitly. USSR, North Korea, China, perhaps Pakistan or Afghanistan - I'd have to look 
into that more. But you get the idea. 

Type 3 is an open society. Anything goes in terms of speech and thought, and the result is constant and 
furious debate. 

Type 2 is the "new authoritarianism" or "emergent authoritarianism". This is where there is no strict 
party or religious doctrine, but all of the institutions and people in the society enforce a thought code to 
where the effect is similar to a type 3 society. 

I would say that the United States today is between 2 and 3. That the United States has a level of 
authoritarianism of thought midway between type 2 and type 3. Maybe closer to type 2. 

This thought-control is maintained by something that goes by many names. "The Establishment", "The 
Cathedal", "The Citadel", and my favorite, "The Triangle of Shit". Whatever you call it, it is the 
interplay of media, universities, and the state. 

The most important of which is the universities. The universities train the politicians and journalists, 
and define what is fashionable public opinion. If you want to know what the future will look like, look 
at what is being taught at Harvard and Yale. 

The roots of the modern universities lie in the Cathedral schools, believed to have first begun in 
northern Italy around 800 AD. These schools started off as places to teach the clergy things like 
accounting, basic geometry, latin, and other things necessary to manage a parish. These "schools" were 
really just the areas around a cathedral where the clergy taught pupils. Sometimes outdoors, sometimes 
in a rented room, sometimes in the Cathedral itself. 

Over time, these schools started to have dedicated buildings, and began to teach the professions, 
namely medicine. And so as recently as 1500 AD, we can see a split between the clergy and the 
professions. 

The mode of teaching involved students going to receive lectures, and writing down the lecture 
themselves in their text book. Sometimes they would just hand copy the professor's text. I always 
thought the term "professor" sounded like some weird Catholic thing. And it is. 



This mode of teaching, where a student goes to a teacher, instead of the much more efficient method of 
just reading the book, is a throwback to when it was easier to travel and relocate than to buy a book. 
Which is to say, before the printing press. And this method has stayed around for about 500 years now. 

Harvard was founded as a way to teach the next generation of clergy in the Americas. I would 
recommend looking up their charter, they are quite explicit in this regard: Harvard was originally an 
explicitly religious institution. As religious as any church, perhaps moreso if you include new-age 
churches. And last I checked, Harvard still uses the live teaching method. 

Perhaps live teaching is necessary for little kids who won't learn their times-tables otherwise. But we're 
talking about the elite of the elite here, for which such remedial methods are not necessary. 

So the fact that the universities grew out of the Catholic church is a bit ominous. And in these 
universities, you don't go just once a week, you spend years there. And like the Cathedral schools, you 
have a split between the professions and the ideological degrees. The ideological degrees would be 
history, economics, philosophy, sociology, "political science", and anything with "studies" after the 
name. 

Those who get professional degrees get real jobs. Those with ideological degrees go out and teach. Not 
at a parish with mass once a week. No, something much more effective. School, for the little kids with 
sponge-like and defenseless minds. Or they get a job in government, or if they are exceptional they 
enter the professoriat.I believe this mirrors the clergy quite well. 

The next few parallels is going to be a bit harsh for those who are true -believer social democrats. 

For example, the denial of basic biological urges as sinful. For the old church, this was lust, greed, 
gluttony and covetousness. Because these are traits innate in human biology, they can only be 
suppressed, never eradicated, and must be endlessly combated. 

The modern secular parallels are "racism" and the objectification of women. Women wanting to be 
objectified (by the right guys) is a natural thing, but if it is internalized that this is evil or a product of 
patriarchal brainwashing, then it is a nature to be combated. 

I also hold that "racism" is natural. In the appendix is an exposition on that. The sex stuff is the most 
obvious form of the bizarre cultic nature of the universities (even the pig-brained youtube atheists can 
recognize it), but the race stuff is far more important. 

Which leads to another similarity. Both the church and the university is a universalist institution. By 
universalist, I mean it advocates the well being of all humanity. Prior to Jesus, religions were for the 
most part, ethnicity-specific. Each city and tribe would have their own god. Judaism originated as one 
such ethnicity- specific religion. Yaweh was merely the god of the Hebrews, as much as Marduk was 
the god of Babylon. 

But then the Hebrews changed tact, and claimed Yaweh was the one and only god, and that they were 
the people chosen by Yaweh. Eventually, the name "Yaweh" became unnecessary, as the name 
"Yaweh" was for the purpose of differentiating him from other gods. And he just became known as 
God (with a capital G). 



And so that is why you have this odd nature of Christianity On the one hand, all souls will be judged 
equally before heaven - but on the other, the Jews are God's chosen people. Anyway, monotheism 
marked the beginning of universal religion. And this is where universalism came from. 

Now the first and most obvious problem with universalism is that, by advocating the well-being of all 
humanity, you are enslaved to whoever becomes humanity. In practice this means you are enslaved to 
the groups with the most fetus-diarrhea. 

Imagine a poor hungry kid, the most pitiful sight imaginable. Should the rich be required to pay for him 
to have his basic needs met? If so, well then what about if this kid didn't exist, would they have to pay 
then? This isn't a trick question, the answer is no. And so their requirement to pay comes from someone 
else having a kid. In 1950, Africa's population was roughly 200 million, and Britain's population was 
about 45 million. In 2000, Africa's population was about 900 million, and Britain's population was 
about 60 million. 

So if the needs of Africa were 4.444 times as important as the needs of Britain in 1950, were they 15 
times as important in 2000? Universalism doesn't make sense logically. 

In your day to day life, you are probably not a universalist. The typical human can only conceptualize 
around 200 people as actually being people. And by behavior, we know that humans won't donate as 
much to charity as they are willing to tax themselves. In fact, whenever you buy anything aside from 
the bare necessities, you are implicitly rejecting universalism. 

A true, absolute universalist would give all of his possessions away aside from the bare necessities and 
would live in poverty. Sound familiar? Jesus was a hippie, which is bad news for hippies. 

So univeralism doesn't reflect how humans naturally behave, is brazenly illogical, and can be traced 
back to the rise of Christianity. So why do people vote for universalist policies? 

Well perhaps it's just group A voting itself the resources of group B. But this doesn't make sense, as 
Republicans tend to be poorer than Democrats on average. And so what we see is stranger: the rich 
voting taxes upon themselves for the poor who resist it. So we have a conundrum. 

When you vote, your vote won't influence the election. As a result, you can vote for universalism, feel 
good about yourself, but safe in the knowledge that your vote didn't actually do anything. And you pay 
your taxes out of a mixture of a sense of inevitability and fear. 

So it all works out. People will vote for things that they themselves would never actually do, because 
they vote for what they think is the "right thing", whereas what they actually do is more tribe- 
interested. 

However, when your "vote" does have an impact, as in when you actually spend your own money 
yourself, you are far less altruistic. Religious people tend to give more to charity, despite being poorer. 

But in what sense is social democracy not a religion? Well there's no God I guess. But it's most 
powerful institution - the university - was originally a religious outfit, and is in my estimation a secular 
continuation of religion. God is dead, but the music is still playing. 



Introduction 



The preceding section was there because I know the majority of people will only read a tiny fraction of 
the book, and so I put what I thought were the most important points in an economical fashion; a quick 
crack at the Citadel. Now it will be a proper book. 

Included in this presentation are all of the files where I got the data from. No invisible sources hidden 
behind paywalls. It's all included in the book. I am of the opinion that any information of an ideological 
nature is either free, or the author has forfeited any interest in public discourse. Nobody should have to 
pay for the "privilege" or working through an author's arguments. The payment is you reading it. 

Sloppy language leads to sloppy thought. For example, if you have a vague definition of what is a 
"racist", you can find yourself in debates as to whether or not a certain statement was "racist". The 
statement itself could have been rather mundane, and if you determine that it is not "racist", then it 
stays that way, but if you find it fits the definition of "racism", this mundane statement suddenly 
becomes evil and horrible. This absurd situation reminiscent of debates over "heresy" comes from 
sloppy language. 

Language is the scaffolding of thought. Without good language, the thoughts all flow together in a great 
mess. I will be putting what I think are problem words in quotes. 

We know there are great debates regarding history, economics and what I call "sociobiology". The 
casual observer would be tempted to say that this means that the subject matter is very complicated and 
that there are no clear answers on these matters. But lets step back and recognize that it has not come 
down on stone tablets that the answers to the big questions of history, economics and sociobiology 
must be super-complicated - just because others like to make them super-complicated. 

Of course we are influenced by outside forces, but ultimately your emotions come from you. You can 
choose to simply listen to this book and enjoy it for what it is, or you can get angry and combative. 

There are things that are interesting, and there are things that are important. This book will be focusing 
on that which is important. And so a great portion of this book will be devoted to basic facts. Figuring 
out what people believe, who believes what, what the US government is like in it's most basic 
elements. It's certainly possible to lie with statistics. It's easier to lie without statistics. So we'll be using 
statistics. 

This book was written between 2011 and 2013, and so the dates of references and statistics will vary 
slightly from section to section. 

Chapter 1: Public Opinion 

Before talking about matters of state, the first thing we should do is learn what people generally think, 
not what the public thinks it thinks. This seems like a very obvious thing to do, but very few people 
actually do it. 

In general, people tend to support that which exists because it exists, and oppose that which is new 
because it is new. 



--- Facebook layout changes: 

Design change of March 19, 2009: 94% oppose, 6% support 
Design change of September 23, 2011: 86% oppose, 14% support 

— Medicare: 

1962: 28% favorable, 24% unfavorable 

1965: 46 to 62% favorable (depending on how the question is worded) 
2009: 96% favorable 

Medicare had majority support as soon as it was being polled, however this support shot up 
considerably in 1965, the year it was passed (the effects didn't need to be felt, it simply needed to be the 
law to have a huge increase in support). And today has near unanimous support. 

— Social Security : I have no data for public opinion in 1935, the year social security was passed, 
however I do know how congress voted on the Social Security Act of 1935: 

House: 372 for, 33 against (91.8%) 
Senate: 77 for, 6 against (92.8%) 

The earliest public opinion poll I have on Social Security comes from Gallup in 1938, in which 89% of 
the public supported Social Security. Politicians in general support the will of the median voter, which I 
will describe and defend later, and so the most parsimonious assumption is that the general public 
supported Social Security in 1935 at roughly the same level as they did in 1938. 

However, i there is some data from 1942 and 1937: 

NORC, HARRIS, "Do you think that old age pensions should be mostly controlled by the Federal 
Government or mostly controlled by each state government: 

1942: 65% supported federal level management, 35% supported state level management 
1973: 87% supported federal level management, 17% supported state level management 

Social Security changed old-age pensions from being state managed to federally managed. So what we 
see here is the public becoming more favorable to the WAY in which old-age pension is done. 

More interesting is the change in public support regarding a proposal that early retirement benefit cuts 
for social security: 

May 1981: 47% support, 53% oppose 
January 1983: 60% support, 40% oppose 

In just 19 months, support for the new status quo shot up 13%. 

Another question asked if the system where people are cut off from Social Security benefits if they earn 
too much money should be kept or removed: 

June 1952: Keep cutting them off 20%, remove the provision and keep paying them 80% 
June 1981 Keep cutting them off 38%. remove the provision and keep paying them 62% 



So while a majority still supported letting income earners keep their SS benefits in 1981, it was less. So 
here we see more drift toward the status quo. 

— No Child Left Behind: NCLB is a bit different in that at the beginning nobody knew what it was. 
And once the general public became more informed about NCLB, they immediately opposed it, and 
have opposed it ever since it's passage in 2001. The polling data is in the sources and is uninformative. 
What is informative about this is what the public wants to be done about it. According to a February 
2011 Gallup Poll: 

16% want the law eliminated 

41% want to keep it but with major revisions 

21% want to keep it basically as is 

22% have no opinion 

This, despite public opinion being generally against a law: 

Gallup, August 2009: 

21% believe NCLB made education better 
29% believe NCLB made education worse 
45% believe NCLB made no difference 
5% have no opinion 

So even when the public is unfavorable toward a policy, they favor reform over abolition. A similar 
result is found when you ask parents about having school competition or making attempts to reform 
schools, roughly 70% support reform as opposed to competition. 

— East vs. West Germany : East and West Germany provided a great natural experiment. Prior to 
WW2, the people who would be shunted into modern day East Germany and modern day West 
Germany had roughly equal annual per capita incomes in 1928 Reichsmarks: 

1928: East 1,203 RM, West 1,203 RM 
1932: East 877 RM, West 913 RM 
1936: East 1,169 RM, 1,200 RM 

Of course we know WW2 then happened, then the eastern parts of Germany were cut off and squished 
into a smaller area which became known as "East Germany" following Germany's defeat. Harvard did 
a poll of 6,110 people born in West Germany, and 3,737 people born in East Germany, asking their 
views on matters of state: 

Should the state be responsible for the financial security of the unemployed? 
East Germans: 78.85% in 1997, 76.64% in 2002 
West Germans: 63.24% in 1997, 65.33% in 2002 

Should the state be responsible for the financial security of the sick? 
East Germans: 52.76% in 1997, 51.81% in 2002 
West Germans: 34.5% in 1997, 40.01% in 2002 



Should the state be responsible for the financial security of families? 
East Germans: 49.06% in 1997, 45.65% in 2002 
West Germans: 32.78% in 1997, 32.10% in 2002 

Should the state be responsible for the financial security of the old? 
East Germans: 56.09% in 1997, 48.51% in 2002 
West Germans: 38.46% in 1997, 36.7% in 2002 

Should the state be responsible for the financial security of those requiring care? 
East Germans: 56.44% in 1997, 53.04% in 2002 
West Germans: 40.77% in 1997, 44.27% in 2002 

So in Germany, not only do you see former East Germans being more favorable to state intervention 
than former West Germans, but as both groups interact to form policy, both groups were dragged 
toward each other. As the status quo of the state changes, both groups shift toward the new status quo. 

This is very important in terms of understanding why people believe what they do. Karl-Heintz 
Benker, when interviewed in the History Channel documentary "War of the Century", said of the 
activities of the Einsatzgruppen in the USSR: 

"I share your view now, but at the time one didn't see it that way. You didn't give much thought to these 
things. You just assumed that what was happening was justified. " 

In the United States, public opinion is generally in line with policy. That is, politicians generally 
enforce the will of the median voter. Each year the General Social Survey measures public opinion on 
various issues, and most people support budget cuts in the abstract, but not in the concrete. They want 
to cut "pork", whatever that means, but lets break down the US budget in 201 1 : 

At all levels (state, federal and local): 

Pensions - 997.5 billion 
Healthcare - 1,094 billion 
Education - 810 billion 
Defense - 879 billion 
Welfare -7 14 billion 

Police, firefighters, courts, prisons - 326 billion 

Environmentalism, water systems, waste management, housing, basic research - 423 billion 
Interest on the "national debt" - 339 billion 
Bureaucracy - 111 billion 

So what's going to be cut? Well, politicians don't want to cut anything, and when you drill down on 
specifics, the general public doesn't want to cut anything either, not even defense. 

If you read through the general social survey, what you will find is that the median voter model works 
fairly well. The median voter model says that politicians who are only concerned about winning will 
run to the center, and will stop running to the center when they hit the center. 

Politicians may not run all the way to the center since animating the base to turn out to vote is a factor, 
and the politician himself may hold some strong beliefs. But these things all average out over multiple 



politicians, leaving the median voter model as the driving force in political discourse. 

Does money win elections? No. According to the paper "Using Repeat Challengers to Estimate the 
Effect of Campaign Spending on Election Outcomes in the US House", the amount of money a 
candidate raised was a good predictor of election outcomes, but the amount spent itself appears to have 
negligible effect. The amount of money raised is an imperfect barometer of excitement of the 
supporters, but even that just means you have excited supporters, not that you will get the most votes. 
The variation in the amount of money spent by politicians doesn't seem to matter. 

So what kinds of people hold what kinds of views? Well we have good data from the General Social 
Survey. 

The first question was regarding whether the government should try to reduce wealth inequalities, with 
1 being the highest support for redistribution, 7 supporting none. The way to read this chart is that the 
dark pink shows a relatively higher portion of respondents supporting a given choice. People with the 
highest WORDSUM (8-10) had the greatest proportion supporting no government action (16.3% of 
them). 
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The next question is regarding support for government support for "decent housing": 
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The next question is whether or not the government should control the prices of goods through 
legislation: 
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The next question asks whether it would be good to cut government spending: 
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The last question asks whether there should be less "regulation": 
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On the less regulation question, the group most in favor of less "regulation" is the group with average 
WORDSUM scores. While those with the highest WORDSUM scores are still generally for less 
"regulation" than those with the lowest scores, they support more "regulation" than those with average 
WORDSUM scores. 

Another surprising fact is that people who are more educated also tend to be more pro free market and 
socially liberal. This went against my intuition. Bryan Caplan argued that the idea that the more 
educated people hold more pro-state views comes from two factors: 

1 . Even though more educated people hold more free market views, this is only relative. Most of the 
highly educated people are statists, and most people have no idea that as statist as these people are, 
they're less so than the less educated. 

2. The kinds of people who stay in college as professors and faculty are generally more statist than 
those who go out and get real jobs. The professors are more visible, each teaching hundreds of students 
per year. And so the highly educated statists are more visible. 

I personally believe there is a third factor: propaganda that free marketers are dumb and uneducated, 
and attempts by the GOP to form a coalition between libertarians (who are more atheistic than self- 
described "liberals") and conservatives, thus creating a mental link between religious conservatives in 
the GOP such as George Bush and Mike Huckabee, and libertarians. The fact that Ron Paul was a 
creationist didn't help either. 

To summarize the first chapter of this book: 

1. People have a strong bias toward the status quo, causing a long-term drift in public opinion toward 



the status quo. 

2. Lawmakers in the United States at least, generally enforce the will of the median voter. Policy 
doesn't come from some grand conspiratorial cabal, or if it is is just so happens to correspond with 
public opinion 95% of the time. 

3. Money doesn't buy elections. Winners just happen to make raise more money. 

4. People with more education and people with higher IQs tend to support more social and economic 
freedom as defined by the General Social Survey. 

And that is ALL that I have said so far. I would counsel the reader to turn down the belief engine. The 
belief engine is a term used for the part or parts of the brain that make connections. For example, when 
I say that people with higher IQs tend to support more economic freedom, someone with an overactive 
belief engine might think that I was implying that this makes support for free market policies more 
sensible. I did not say that. Turn down the belief engine. Or ideally, just turn it off and simply listen to 
what is actually said. 

Chapter 2: An Aggregate Description of the United States 

In 2011, spending by the state at Federal, State and Local levels was about 40.5% of GDP. In the 
appendix is an explanation of what GDP is. 

We can compare this to spending in previous years: 
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Past that it stays at roughly 3%. So in terms of spending trends, the US state, at all levels, is on an 
unmistakable upward trend in spending. In my opinion, the upward trend comes from ubiquitous 
political forces, while downward trends are flashes in the pan, short term popular movements against 
increased spending. 

State spending as percentage of GDP in 2011: 



China - 19.7 
India -28.5 



Switzerland - 34.2 
Australia - 34.3 
Bulgaria - 35.2 
Slovakia -37.4 
Lithuania - 37.5 
Romania - 37.7 
Estonia - 38.2 
Latvia -39.1 
United States - 40.5 
New Zealand -41.1 
Luxembourg - 42 
Czech - 43.4 
Spain - 43.6 
Norway - 44.6 
Japan - 45.4 
Germany - 45.6 
Iceland -46.1 
Ireland - 48.7 
Hungary - 48.7 
Portugal - 48.9 
Britain - 49 
EU 27 -49.1 
EU 17 - 49.7 
Italy - 49.9 
Greece - 50. 1 
Holland -50.1 
Austria - 50.5 
Slovenia - 50.9 
Sweden - 51.3 
Belgium - 53.3 
Finland - 54 
France - 55.9 
Denmark - 57.9 

Most estimates for US spending as a percentage of GDP are wrong, as they only include US Federal 
Government spending, excluding state and local. So while spending is lower in the United States, it's 
not worlds lower. All spending is taxed, either through taxation or monetary expansion - which leads to 
inflation. Borrowed money is paid for though taxation or monetary expansion. The taxation level in a 
country = gov't spending, because inflation is a tax, though a less visible one. 

Poorer countries can't have as much gov't spending as a percentage of GDP, because to do so would kill 
much of the population. If you take half of what someone earning $70k a year makes, he'll survive. If 
you take half of what a subsistence farmer makes, he's dead. However, the tax RATE of taxation is 
typically higher. 

For example, in the Congo, if you earn the equivalent of $23,000, the tax rate for you is 50%, and the 
tax on corporate profits in the congo is 40%. In the US, someone making $23,000 is more likely to be a 
tax recipient. In Jamaica, if you earn the equivalent of $4,417 US, your tax rate is 25%, though the max 
is only 35% once you make the equivalent of $100,000 US. As of November 2010, the top marginal tax 



rate in France was 40% at the equivalent of $92,811 US. So France has a much lower tax RATE than 
the Congo or Jamaica. It is my opinion that the tax rates in countries like Congo and Jamaica drive 
away wealth. 

Total spending isn't everything, there is also the effect of economic restrictions, which are question - 
beggingly called "regulations". I don't call them "regulations", as it assumes what is "regular". The 
only thing that so-called "regulations" can do is restrict behavior. Minimum wage, for example, makes 
it illegal to hire someone for less than a certain wage. Safety and health "regulations" restrict how 
unsafe and dirty you are allowed to make your store. Maybe you think these restrictions are good or 
bad, that's another topic. 

Lets look at the trends in the growth of economic restrictions in the United States. According to the 
paper "The Prevalence and Effects of Occupational Licensing", 29% of all jobs required a professional 
license in 2008, and: 

"During the early 1950s, less than 5 percent of the U.S. workforce was covered by licensing laws at 
the state level ( Council of State Governments, 1952). That grew to almost 18 percent by the 1980s — 
with an even larger number if federal, city and county occupational licensing is included. By 2000, the 
percent of the workforce in occupations licensed by states was at least 20 percent, according to data 
gathered from the Department of Labor and the 2000 Census. " 

So the number of people who needed professional licensing went from 5% to 20%. Perhaps you could 
say that this is because the economy is getting more complex. I disagree, I believe that state control is 
relatively more effective in simpler situations and markets are more effective in more complex 
situations. But even if you disagree with me and think that increased licensing is necessary for a more 
complex economy, fine, but that's just an explanation as to why, in this regard, economic restriction has 
increased. 

We can also look at the total number of pages of the federal register. This tells us how many pages of 
restrictions there are, just at the federal level. 

Number of pages in the Federal Register by year: 



1936- 


2,620 


1946- 


14,736 


1956- 


10,528 


1960- 


14,479 


1966- 


16,850 


1976- 


57,072 


1986- 


47,418 


1996- 


69,368 


2006- 


78,724 


2011 - 


82,418 



So the general trend is to more pages. Does this mean the burden of restrictions is higher? Probably, but 
not necessarily. 

We can also look at the amount of money spend by the US Federal Government on "regulation" 
enforcement in 2011 dollars: 



1960 - $0,533 billion 
1970 -$1,584 billion 
1980 -$7,923 billion 
1990 -$13.7 billion 
2000 - $25.5 billion 
2010 -$51.9 billion 

These are in 2011 dollars, so the higher spending on "regulation" cannot be attributed to inflation. So 
the amount of money spent to enforce restrictions has increased as well. 

To be fair, in 1960, US GDP was 2.831 trillion in 2010 dollars (about 0.5 trillion back then), whereas 
US GDP in 2010 was 14.582 trillion in 2010 dollars. 

So while the cost of enforcing restrictions increased 97 times, the economy increased 5 times. So we 
can say that relative spending on enforcing restrictions has merely increased 19.4 times since 1960. 

We can also look at the number of people employed to enforce these "regulations": 

1960-57,109 
1970-90,275 
1980- 146,139 
1990- 152,630 
2000 - 175,757 
2010-271,235 

In 1960, the US population was 179 million, in 2010 it was 310 million. So while the number of people 
enforcing "regulations" has increased 4.75 times, the population has increased 1.73 times, and so the 
relative increase in number of people enforcing "regulations" is only 2.75. 

So in terms of relative cost, employment, and number of pages, "regulations" have generally increased. 

So how much do these restrictions cost? Well in 2010, funding the federal "regulatory" agencies cost 
0.3% of GDP at the federal level. This doesn't include the State level agencies. 

The man hours spent complying with "regulations" in 2010 was approximately 8.8 billion man hours. 
The kinds of people who deal with these "regulations" are, for the most part, management. People 
earning minimum wage are not dealing with "regulatory" compliance. So to estimate the cost of this, 
we must make some assumptions. 

Assumption 1 : the average income of people dealing with "regulations" is $70,000 a year. I believe this 
is a very charitable assumption. 

Assumption 2: These people work 300 days a year, 8 hours a day. Thus their hourly wage value is 
$29.20. 

With these, in my opinion charitable assumptions, we can estimate the direct cost of "regulatory" 
compliance at $256.7 billion. Add this to the cost of running the "regulatory" agencies, and this adds up 
to $308.6 billion, or 1.78% of GDP. Meaning 1.78% of US GDP is spent paying people to deal with 



"regulations" instead of what many would call "real work". 

But none of this takes into account the jobs that were never created. How many businesses weren't 
started, and how many existing businesses weren't expanded, because of "regulations"? Only very 
fuzzy estimates of this can be made. 

In September of 2010, the Small Business Administration released a report saying that in 2008, the cost 
of "regulation" compliance was $1.75 trillion. US GDP in 2008 was $13,161 trillion, meaning that the 
cost of "regulation" compliance would be 13.3% of GDP in 2008 assuming the SBA estimate is correct. 

To me this number seems high at first glance. However, if someone told you that "regulatory" 
compliance in 1960 amounted to 2.3% of GDP, would you be incredulous about that? Probably not. 

Well, the number of pages of "regulations" has increased 5.69 times since then, which, if on the whole 
this represented a proportionate increase in regulatory cost, you would get 13.3% of GDP. So 13.3% of 
GDP is a very believable number if you look at it from this historical standpoint. 

In October of 2011, Gallup did a poll of small business owners asking them what the most important 
problem facing them was. The answers were open-ended. The results were as follows: 

Complying with government regulations 22% 

Consumer confidence 15% 

Lack of consumer demand 12% 

Lack of credit availability 10% 

Poor leadership / government / president 9% 

Cash flow 7% 

New healthcare policy 5% 

Competition from big business and overseas 4% 

Lack of jobs 4% 

22% of small businesses say "regulatory" compliance is their number one concern. However I am at 
the limits of my analytical abilities. All I can say is that the SBA's number seems plausible to me. 

Related to "regulations" is the complexity of the tax code. A quick and dirty way to estimate the 
complexity of the tax code, like "regulations", is to look at the number of pages of Federal Tax Law: 

1913: 400 
1939: 504 
1945: 8,200 
1954: 14,000 
1969: 16,500 
1974: 19,500 
1984: 26,300 
1995: 40,500 
2000: 46,900 
2006: 66,498 
2011:72,536 



To be fair, the entire tax code doesn't apply to every single person, and so we really can't say that it is 



181 times more difficult to prepare one's taxes in 2011 as it was in 1913. 



In 2012, the IRS budget was $13.3 billion, and it is estimated that compliance with federal tax laws 
took 6.1 billion hours. How much are these hours worth? Well it's not prime time hours, so lets be 
conservative and estimate $10 an hour. That's $61 billion. It is further estimated that state and local 
taxes add another 1.7 billion hours, which if we assume time value of $10 an hour, brings up the cost of 
compliance of $78 billion, plus the $13.3 billion IRS budget, bring the total cost of tax enforcement and 
compliance to about $90 billion, give or take based on starting assumptions. 

This only amounts to 0.7% of US GDP, but with it it puts the cost of tax and "regulatory" compliance 
up to a clean 14% of US GDP. 

The World Bank issues an index called the "Regulatory Quality Index". As of 2011, here is some data 
of selected countries from their regulatory quality rankings. 

Denmark 100 

Finland 99.04 

New Zealand 97.61 

Britain 97.13 

Sweden 96.65 

Canada 96.17 

Australia 95.22 

Ireland 94.74 

Switzerland 94.26 

Norway 92.34 

Chile 91.39 

United States 90.43 

France 87.08 

Israel 84.69 

Spain 84.21 

Taiwan 83.73 

Japan 80.86 

Italy 77.03 

Botswana 67.45 

South Africa 62.68 

Brazil 55.98 

Mexico 58.85 

Kenya 48.8 

Uganda 48.33 

China 44.98 

India 39.23 

Russia 38.28 

Ethiopia 21.05 

Republic of Congo 8.13 

Democratic Republic of Congo 3.35 

But what does this mean? The World Bank could say "the more regulations the better". Well, the Fraser 
Institute and the Heritage Foundation, have indexes of economic freedom. These indexes take into 
account total spending, but also the "regulatory" environment. Here are the top 33 countries on that list: 



1 Hong Kong 89.7 

2 Singapore 87.2 

3 Australia 82.5 

4 New Zealand 82.3 

5 Switzerland 81.9 

6 Canada 80.8 

7 Ireland 78.7 

8 Denmark 78.6 

9 United States 77.8 

10 Bahrain 77.7 

11 Chile 77.4 

12 Mauritius 76.2 

13 Luxembourg 76.2 

14 Estonia 75.2 

15 The Netherlands 74.7 

16 United Kingdom 74.5 

17 Finland 74.0 

18 Cyprus 73.3 

19 Macau 73.1 

20 Japan 72.8 

21 Austria 71.9 

22 Sweden 71.9 

23 Germany 71.8 

24 Lithuania 71.3 

25 Taiwan 70.8 

26 Saint Lucia 70.8 

27 Qatar 70.5 

28 Czech Republic 70.4 

29 Georgia 70.4 

30 Norway 70.3 

31 Spain 70.2 

32 Belgium 70.2 

33 Uruguay 70.0 

All sources are included in the file this book is in, so if you want to see where India or China is on this 
list, it's included in the files. 

So in 2011, the United States is number 9 on their index of economic freedom. The US is 7 places 
below Singapore, and 7 places above the United Kingdom. However, the United States in only 3.3 
points above the United Kingdom, while it is 9.4 points below Singapore. The US is more like the UK 
than it is like Singapore in 2011, according to this. 

The United states cracked the top 10, but it is closer to what I call "the upper middle pack" than it is to 
the super-frees. 

This is important data to keep in mind whenever a claim is made that "deregulation" has caused certain 
problems. While it is possible, the "deregulation" should be specific, and the problem should be 
specific, since the general trend is more "regulation". For example, the claim that the expiration of 



Glass-Steagall in 1999 is responsible for the recession of 2008 (though curiously, I don't recall anyone 
saying the expiration of Glass-Steagall would lead to a recession in 9 years back in 1999.) 

To summarize the second chapter of this book: 

1. The United States government, at all levels combined, has grown over any given 10 year period for 
as long as can be measured. 

2. The burden of restrictions, called "regulations", while impossible to directly measure, appears to 
have also grown at a rate that I would label "alarming". 

3. The United States Government only spends 17.5% less as a percentage of GDP than the EU-27 
average. While less, I believe this is closer than what most people in the United States think. 

4. The United States ranks at #9 in terms of "overall economic freedom" as determined by the Heritage 
Foundation. However, according to them, the US is closer to the UK, or even Germany, than to 
Singapore or Hong Kong. 

Different data sources measure and weigh things differently. For example, the Fraser Institute gives the 
United Arab Emirates a much higher ranking for economic freedom than does the Heritage Foundation 
because of a difference in how they measure and weight investment freedom. But when we take 
multiple lines of data from multiple sources, a gestalt is formed: the US is not much different from 
Europe, and the trend is toward bigger government. 

Chapter 3: The Ideological Tenor of the United States 

After looking at the financial and economic situation of the United States, and the nature of public 
opinion, lets look more at what people actually believe: 

In a 2011 poll by Pew Research, respondents were asked if they believe Social Security had generally 
been a good thing for the US. Here are the responses by party affiliation: 

Republican: 87% 
Democrat: 91% 
"Independent": 85% 

When asked if Social Security was doing a good job, the responses were: 

Republican: 37% 
Democrat: 43% 
"Independent": 39% 

When asked if they believed high wage earners should pay more for Social Security, the results were: 

Republican: 54% support, 42% oppose 
Democrat: 73% support, 13% oppose 
"Independent": 71% support, 25% oppose 



When asked if Social Security benefits should be reduced for seniors with higher incomes, the results 
were: 

Republican: 48% support, 47% oppose 
Democrat: 37% support, 59% oppose 
"Independent": 43% support, 54% oppose 

When asked to raise the age at which seniors could receive Social Security benefits, the results were: 

Republican: 44% support, 51% oppose 
Democrat: 31% support, 65% oppose 
"Independent": 38% support, 57% oppose 

When asked to raise the amount people on Medicare co-pay for Medicare costs, the results were: 

Republican: 37% support, 58% oppose 
Democrat: 29% support, 67% oppose 
"Independent": 31% support, 66% oppose 

When asked if Medicare has been good for the US in general, the results were: 

Republican: 85% 
Democrat: 93% 
"Independent": 86% 

When asked if Medicare does an good job, the results were: 

Republican: 42% 
Democrat: 45% 
"Independent": 38% 

When asked if Medicaid has been good for the US in general, the results were: 

Republicans 68% 
Democrat: 91% 
"Independent": 75% 

Pew had another poll in 2011 asking if the US were better off, worse off, or the same for allowing 
interracial marriage. The results were: 

Conservative: 32% better, 14% worse, 51% no difference 
Liberal: 59% better, 9% worse, 32% no difference 
"Moderate": 48% better, 9% worse, 41% no difference 

College: 56% better, 4% worse, 38% no difference 
Some College: 48% better, 8% worse, 41% no difference 
HS or less: 33% better, 15% worse, 49% no difference 

On a related note regarding race, in my opinion, it is telling what someone prioritizes on immigration: a 



path to citizenship for illegal immigrants, or controlling the border. In 2011 Pew did a poll on that: 

Conservative: 30% for securing border, 28% for path to citizenship 
Liberal: 15% for securing border, 37% for path to citizenship 
"Moderate": 19% for securing border, 26% for path to citizenship 

White: 23% for securing border, 27% for path to citizenship 
Black: 23% for securing border, 24% for path to citizenship 
"Hispanic": 12% for securing border, 52% for path to citizenship 

Also in 2011 was a poll measuring public support for same-sex marriage. The results were: 

Republican: 23% 

Democrat: 57% 

"Independent": 51% 

Overall: 45% support, 46% oppose 

When asked whether abortion should be allowed, or not allowed in all or most cases, the results were: 

Republican: 34% legal, 64% illegal 
Democrat: 65% legal, 31% illegal 
"Independent": 58% legal, 38% illegal 
Overall: 54% legal, 42% illegal 

Another interesting piece of information regards the "Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act", or 
more colloquially known as "Obamacare". In August 2011, the Kaiser Family Foundation did a poll on 
support for Obamacare, here were the results: 

Republican: 24% 
Democrat: 60% 
"Independent": 33% 

When I show people how similar the USRP and USDP are, and how similar their supporters are, they 
are surprised. In my opinion, this is because news, being in the entertainment business, wants to 
exaggerate conflict, because conflict is more exciting than the reality, which is broad agreement and 
bipartisanship. 

What about the political parties while "in power"? Well, the first big aggregate is changes in federal 
spending by president, and because we're interested in relative spending, we will want to look at is as a 
percentage of GDP: 

Eisenhower (8 years): -1.6% 
Kennedy (~3 years): 0.8% 
Johnson (~5 years): 1.9% 
Nixon (~6 years): -1.8% 
Ford (~2 years): 2.7% 
Carter (4 years): 0.3% 
Reagan (8 years): -0.4% 
Bush I (4 years): 0.8% 



Clinton (8 years): -3.9% 
Bush II (8 years): 2.6% 
Obama (4 years): 3.5% 

Average spending change per year under a Republican president as a percentage of GDP: 0.064% 
Average spending change per year under a Democrat president as a percentage of GDP: 0.11% 

As of this writing, the budget for FY 2012 has been passed. I have heard it pointed out many times that 
the US Federal Government grew under Reagan, which it did. However, GDP grew even faster. 
Relative to GDP, spending has increased the most under Ford per year, and shrank the most under 
Clinton per year. Overall, the Republicans increase spending less relative to GDP, however, if you took 
out Obama, the Democrat average would be -.045%, meaning that the average would be 
shrinking government as a percentage of GDP under the Democrats. 

There is a great confusion regarding Obama in how much is being spent during his presidency. This 
comes from Obama supporters claiming that the annual spending increase under Obama has been only 
1.4%. This does not include the budget passed in FY 2009 signed by Obama. If this is included, 
Obama's raw increase in spending is 5.1%. So lets look at raw spending (not percentage of GDP) 
increases by president per year: 

Eisenhower: 3.2% 
Kennedy: 6.6% 
Johnson: 9.2% 
Nixon: 10.4% 
Carter: 13.5% 
Reagan: 6.8% 
Bush I: 5.4% 
Clinton: 3.5% 

Bush II: 6.7% or 7.7% 
Obama: 5.1% or 1.4% 

As you can see, which president FY 2009 is assigned to is very important in terms of evaluating 
Obama's spending. However, I'm not interested in party politics. Assign it to whoever you want, it 
doesn't change the big picture much. And the big picture is of far more variation within parties than 
between them in terms of spending. 

George Bush 

George Bush signed into law a guest worker program, a prescription drug program and No Child Left 
Behind. Whatever your opinion of these programs is, it is my opinion that these fit more into the "new 
deal ethos" than they do into the "constitutional conservative ethos". I would also opine that the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan were motivated primarily by what is at root a very simple altruistic ideology on 
the part of George Bush. 

It is my belief that Bush invaded Afghanistan, first and foremost, to spread democracy. The invasion of 
Iraq had additional motives, namely Saddam going off the dollar and weakening the hegemony of the 
petro dollar and cronyism. However, this move was also counseled by many true believer 
neoconservatives, who saw the invasion of Iraq as a great way to spread democracy. 



To those who cannot imagine Bush in this light, as a Wilsonian ideologue, think of Bush as a 
Democrat. Truman initiated US involvement in Korea, Kennedy for Vietnam, Woodrow Wilson 
arguably pushed the US into war in Europe in 1917, and arguably Roosevelt steered the US into war 
with Japan via a trade embargo. Though it is more generally accepted that Roosevelt wanted to get the 
US into the war, while the Republicans wanted to stay out prior to Pearl Harbor. 

Whatever your opinions are regarding these conflicts, they were Democrats, and democrats, fighting 
wars for democracy. I see George Bush as a continuation of this tradition, not as some odd and suspect 
break from that quintessentially American pattern of altruistic wars salted with corruption. 

Just pretend for a that George Bush was a Democrat for a moment. Judge the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan as you would judge Clinton doing those things. Judge Bush's domestic policy as you 
would judge Clinton doing those things. 

Franklin Roosevelt did not propose Medicare. Roosevelt only proposed Social Security and other less 
important programs. Modern day Republicans support Social Security and Medicare. The platform of 
the modern day US Republican party includes more spending, more welfare, and more 
"regulations" than Roosevelt's platform did. By today's standards, Roosevelt would be a libertarian. 
One may see the current disputes between the USRP and USDP as substantial, but both parties are 
closer to each other than either is to FDR in terms of proposed spending and "regulations" by any 
measure. 

To summarize the third chapter of this book: 

1. Quantitatively speaking, there appears to be more agreement than disagreement between the USRP 
and USDP. On most issues, there is more disagreement within the USRP and USDP than between them. 

2. The USRP and USDP, on spending issues, are closer to each other than they are to Franklin 
Roosevelt. 

Chapter 4: Revealing the Root 

Compared to other states, the United States spends a disproportionate amount on military spending. 
The amount spent on the military versus any other form of USFG spending is an issue with which I am 
profoundly indifferent, because military spending is welfare. Granted, it is of a different type. The 
spending goes to military personnel, but also to companies that get military contracts. If anything it's 
actually better than other forms of welfare, because the contracts actually build something, as opposed 
to money being given to someone, who then spends it on consumption. 

In this chapter I'm going to be more theoretical. The point I wish to convey is that the United States is a 
communist country. Please hear me out before you write me off as a crazy colored text website person. 
My reasoning goes like this: 

The United States Federal, State and local governments are all ultimately controlled by their 
congresses. To focus on the Federal Government, the house and senate make laws, the president 
enforces laws, the Supreme Court supposedly interprets the constitutionality of the laws. Congress is 
elected, the president is elected. The Supreme Court, while not elected, is appointed by elected bodies. 



Control over the congresses rests with the voters. Each vote can be seen as a share of stock in the US 
Federal Government. And so the United States Federal Government is held - in common - by all 
voters. 

There are constitutional limits, but the constitution is interpreted and enforced by the US Federal 
Government (The Supreme Court), and can be amended at any time. In fact the amendment process 
itself can be amended. Anything you have can be taken from you at any time - there are no hard limits 
on what can be taken from you. There are only soft limits - traditions that, for now, happen to be 
respected. 

You also don't own land. If someone in the United States "owns land", they have to pay "property tax". 
If you don't pay this "property tax", you no longer "own" the land. Now if you had to pay Dell a fee 
each year for owning one of their computers, would we say you owned that computer? Of course not, 
we would say you are renting the computer. Same with an apartment or a car. The United States Federal 
Government can call it whatever they want, it's rent. There is no private land ownership in the 
United States. Land is rented. 

The next point I would like to make is that the fullest expression of democracy is communism, and the 
fullest expression of communism is democracy. By democracy, I mean the enforcement of the will of 
the "demos", whoever is defined as the demos. If the demos wants to ban certain forms of speech, then 
the most democratic thing to do would be to ban that speech. If the demos wants to exterminate a 
certain ethnic group, the most democratic thing to do would be to do that. To save the ethnic group, or 
to stand up for free speech against the wishes of the people is to be anti-democratic. 

Now if everything was managed by the state, and the state was managed through elections, we could 
say this: 

The people own the state. The state owns all property. Therefore the people own all property in 
collective. 

The people being in control of the state - that's democracy. The people collectively owning all property 
- that's communism. The only way this can practically be done is that if the state owns all property, and 
the people own the state. Thus democracy is communism, communism is democracy. 

Unfortunately this simple issue is muddled by sloppy language. For example, taking a grab bag of 
specific policies you like and calling that "democracy", as opposed to simply recognizing that the 
policies imposed by a democratic state are the democratic policies. You can think of democracy and 
monarchy like hardware, and specific policies and programs as software. 

The most common form of democracy is the form of democracy set out in the United States 
Constitution, which is a representative democracy, or a republic. The United States was a democracy 
from it's conception. When people say democracy without any qualifiers, they mean indirect, or 
representative democracy, which is also known as republicanism. 

When people refer to the rarer form of democracy, direct democracy, people will say "direct 
democracy". This may seem pedantic and obvious, but there are those fools who say "the United States 
isn't a democracy, it's a republic", when a republic is a form of democracy - the most common one. 

So what's wrong with democracy? Well, you can find much more comprehensive attacks on democracy 



elsewhere, but I believe the four main problems are: 

1 . Rational ignorance 

2. Voting wars 

3. Contrived empathy 

4. The calculation problem of central planning 

Here I will deal with the first three problems, the fourth will be part of the chapter on economy. 

Rational ignorance is simple enough. Your vote doesn't matter. So unless you're just really into politics, 
it would be irrational to waste time getting informed. And even people who are interested in politics, in 
my opinion, tend to be party hacks with little interest in getting informed. Now as it turns out, people 
who vote are slightly more informed than people who don't vote, however, in my estimation, voters 
spend much more time on learning about proper car or lawn maintenance than they do researching 
candidates positions and possible effects. 

Voting wars is also quite simple: group A votes itself the resources of group B. Though this isn't as 
straightforward as this. Because as it turns out, in the United States, self-identified Democrats actually 
earn more and pay a higher percentage of taxes than do self -identified Republicans. As close as they 
are, Republicans support big entitlement programs slightly less. So what we have is Democrats forcing 
Republicans to accept more spending, even though the Republicans get more from it, on average. So 
the voting wars, in the US today at least, aren't some stilted "class" conflict (which makes sense, 
because "class" doesn't exist). They are ideological conflicts, religious conflicts, and to a growing 
extent racial conflicts. 

People who say they like democracy but not politics are idiots. What we call "politics" comes from 
distributed power. If you own your yard outright, you do what you want with it. No problem. If all the 
yards are pooled together and owned collectively, you get "politics". "Politics" is an inevitable result of 
collective ownership, and is a flaw. 

Contrived Empathy 

Almost deserving it's own chapter is contrived empathy. The human brain can conceive of between 150 
to 250 people as actually being people. Anything far beyond this and the empathy becomes contrived. 
People will give to help their family and close friends, not strangers. This is the primary unit of 150 to 
250. That is real, it is not contrived or brought on by guilt or sense of obligation. 

The reason programs like Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security and Income Security exist is because 
prior to funds being forced from people to pay for them, people would not and did not fund charity 
organizations anywhere approaching an equivalent amount. Yes there were charities, but they paled in 
comparison to the spending being done by the big 4 welfare programs in the US. In every country 
where the state has fewer handouts than another, this difference is NOT made up in the private sector. 
Of course people would have more disposable income, but if you give the taxpayers back $1, they may 
spend a nickel on private charity. 

But this creates a conundrum: if people don't spontaneously give say 30% of their earnings to strangers 



who "need" it, why would they (both republicans and democrats) ever vote for it? One explanation 
could be that the poor people vote for welfare, rich people oppose it. But we know that this is not true, 
so what's going on? 

Think of it from the point of view of an individual. At the ballot box, you can vote for big welfare and 
feel like a good person, because according to your moral gestalt, giving to the poor is good. However, 
your vote did precisely nothing in terms of you actually having to pay more. So you can vote for big 
welfare, pat yourself on the back, safe in the knowledge that your vote didn't really cost you a thing. 
When your "vote" actually does matter, in terms of you "voting" how you will spend your own 
individual money, people don't give to charity UNLESS they are deeply religious. But that exception 
proves the rule: Christianity rewards the individual for charity by promising less time in purgatory. And 
the deeply religious donate about twice as much to charity, even though they earn less than the 
irreligious. And the deeply religious also tend to vote for less welfare as well. 

People who are poor are more experienced with being poor, and more experienced with poor people. In 
general, the more experience you have with a group, the more negative your view of that group tends to 
be. Ethnic groups near each other tend to dislike each other far more than complete foreigners. For 
example, the balkans, or the British in India, or the multitude of tribal vendettas in the Arab world. 
Children develop a strong dislike of their parents and get annoyed that their friends get along well with 
their parents. In the United States, white people who are in closer proximity to africans and mestizos - 
Arizona, Texas, Mississippi, Alabama - are more often republicans and have more negative views of 
blacks and mestizos, while whites who aren't near blacks and mestizos - Minnesota, Wisconsin, 
Connecticut - tend to be democrats and have more favorable views of blacks and mestizos. And poorer 
whites have more day to day contact with blacks and mestizos, also tend to have more negative views 
of blacks and mestizos than do wealthier whites who have less contact with blacks and mestizos, except 
for the occasional token. 

The absurdity of it 

Broad, all-encompassing empathy can also lead to absurdity. In the year 1950, there were 
approximately 200 million Africans and 50 million French. In 2011, there are about 1 billion Africans, 
but still 50 million French. Now if each person is valued equally, then in the year 1950, we would say 
that the concerns of Africa were 4 times as important as the concerns of France. Would we then say that 
in 2011, the concerns of Africa are 20 times as important? Simply because they reproduced so much? 
And moreover, at one point, the population of Africa was lower than 200 million. Populations change 
wildly. This universal empathy, or universalism as I will call it, is absurd. 

Let me put it another way: imagine a poor starving child. Whatever works for you, whatever invokes 
the most empathy in you. Now, should people with money be forced to pay for this poor starving child? 
Taxes aren't suggestions, they are laws, and if you don't pay them you are thrown into a cage, and if 
you resist that you are shot. And so if your answer is yes, the rich should pay for the child, then let me 
ask you another question: if the child did not exist, would you then require the rich people to pay for 
the care of this non-existent child? 

It's not a trick question. The answer is NO, you would not require the rich to pay for the child who does 
not exist. And so making people pay for this child is contingent on the child's parents having him! 
Someone had a kid, therefore you must pay! 

Where does this mentality come from? I will say that universalist thinking did not exist throughout 



most of human history. In Europe, it came from Christianity. Christianity was unique in that it spoke of 
a single god for all people. Prior to that, god's were tribe specific and city specific. For example, the 
patron dieties for the Greek and Babylonian city-states, and for the Egyptian city-states prior to the 
unification under Narmur. Judaism, out of which Christianity grew, was one such of these religions, 
that worshipped Yaweh, the god of the Hebrews. 

Originally, Yaweh was just another god among many, however over time, the Hebrews came to believe 
Yaweh was the one and only true god, and today Jews and Christians don't call him Yaweh, but just 
God - singular. This explains the odd situation where on the one hand, the Jews (Hebrews) are God's 
chosen people, but at the same time all will be judged by their works before heaven, regardless of tribe 
or status. Prior to Christianity, moral philosophy was quite different. For example Aristotle preached 
"Eudaimonea", which was that which made someone happiest in the long run. It's not necessarily 
hedonism, though it could be. 

When one reads Aristotle, or just summaries of Aristotle, talk of charity and altruism are conspicuously 
absent. I believe this is why Aristotle is relatively popular among self-identified libertarians. But as 
christian humanism took hold, as more europeans became christian with the memory to the polytheist 
past becoming dimmer and dimmer, you saw a rise in two philosophies: liberalism and "socialism". 
Liberalism, in the classical sense, sought equality under the law and equality of opportunity. Which is 
to say support for a free market and private property on grounds other than "it helps me and mine". 

These attempts started off with reference to god-given rights, which evolved into natural rights - 
"rights" self evident in nature. Communist and democratic measures were simultaneously justified 
through appeals to man's commonality, common needs and desire and ability to feel pain. Of course the 
general public was only receptive to such a message after they had been primed by Christianity - prior 
to that, it was all tribal, municipal, national. And so liberalism, or in US parlance libertarianism, and 
communism, can be seen as two heads of the same animal: universalism. 

But it gets even more messy, as feudalism in Europe was justified by the will of God. The kings' and 
lords' power came, ostensibly, from God. And God's representative on earth was the Pope, and the Pope 
said the kings had a divine right to rule. That was the theory, in practice it was a bit more complicated, 
but I'm talking about what people generally believed. And this, in my estimation, is a perversion of 
Jesus' true doctrine, which was communism. It is most moral to be charitable, and to live in poverty, 
and no sooner will a rich man get into heaven than a camel pass through the eye of a needle. 

Most people don't even realize that they are universalists any more than they recognize that they exist 
in a medium of "air" or a fish realizes it is in water. To know what water is like, don't ask a fish. To 
know what air is like, don't ask a human. To know what universalism is like, don't ask an American, 
because they have nothing to compare it to. 

Today we are seeing the waning of Christianity, but not universalism, an idea so obviously absurd that 
it could only have been initially adopted through the anti-rationality of religion. God is dead, but the 
music is still playing. 

Democracy as Historical Phenomenon 

To talk of the history of democracy is to talk of it as foreign. It is easy to talk of monarchy as foreign. It 
is also easy to be candid about disputes between various political and religious factions back then, 
because they don't exist and nobody is going to hound you for leaving out some obscure theologian's 



argument for divine right. 

And we recognize monarchies, and the general hash of political orders that existed before the primacy 
of parliaments, as being weird . And because it is weird , it must be explained, and can only be explained 
as a historical development. Because it's not some obviously optimal thing. 

But if you step outside for a moment, step back, you will quickly see that democracy is weird . And 
democracy is not some optimal or inevitable thing - at least it isn't obviously so. 

Universalism is, if anything, weirder. Illogical and unnatural, it can only adequately be explained via 
religious origins, carried forward in a secularized version of that morality. The most fanatical 
"progressives" being the psychological equivalent to the chaste and altruistic nuns and monks of the 
past. A lot of them were vegetarians by the way. 

And so hopefully in this chapter I have made a case that likewise, democracy is not an obviously 
optimal thing, and should be seen as an historical phenomenon. 

Chapter 5: The State 

I would say that in the year 2011 in the United States, there is a general conflation of law with the state. 
First let me tell you what I mean by state: by state I mean a monopoly on the law, someone or some 
organization that can act as a law-maker instead of a law-taker. 

The first form of law we are interested in involves land or water dispute resolution between different 
agricultural tribes, villages, towns or whatever. There was collective land ownership prior to 
agriculture, but modern states can't trace their origins back to this. 

To broad brush, two people would have some dispute. And they would agree to arbitration with a third 
party, and agree to abide by the ruling of this third party. People who were sought as third parties on a 
regular basis were those known to provide fair rulings. These people became known as judges. Judges 
came before kings. Over time, rulings on cases would pile up, and since humans have a natural desire 
for fairness, people in future cases would appeal to prior rulings as precedent. This precedent is known 
as common law or case law. 

That's how law worked before states. And by parsimony, we know that there had to be a food surplus 
before there were states, since the apparatus of the state didn't produce food, and in all liklihood this 
needed to be a comfortable food surplus, and it is difficult to produce regular food surpluses without 
stable property laws. So we can say that there probably needs to be stable property laws BEFORE 
states can come into exists. 

So what is this state? A state would be a situation where an individual could proclaim the laws, and the 
general public, thorough awe or fear or sense of obligation, would abide by the proclaimed law. This is 
not what common law judges did. No judge could sit and proclaim a law. They could only rule on 
cases, and their rulings may or may not be held up as precedent by other judges. A state has the ability 
to proclaim law. The king speaks it, and it is so. 

As far as I know, every state that formed de novo, meaning it went from stateless to having a state, 
evolved from a strong religious cult. Of course this state can then go into a new area and by force alone 



subdue another population (with great difficulty), but the genesis of states, their creation de novo, 
always came from religion. 

The Pharaohs in Egypt were the high priest of all high priests, Hammurabi's code came from the sun 
god, the Aztec rule was decided at a council of the gods, the Inca rule was justified by their patron diety 
having a special relationship with the sun god, the Japanese Imperial rule was justified by them being 
descended from the sun god Amaterasu, the Chinese Emperors ruled with the mandate of heaven, the 
caste system in India was justified by the Rig Veda. Prior to Egypt's conquest by Narmur, it was made 
up of city-states. These city states had their patron dieties, much like Mesopotamia and Greece. 

Maybe you can say that while the first states were religious in nature, they didn't need to be, it's just 
that people were very religious back then. Maybe, but that's speculation. What we know as fact is that 
every known state that came about de novo, meaning an area went from having common law to having 
a monopoly on law, had a religious justification. I contend that, like states today, this religious 
justification, coupled with the threat of force, is what caused people to pay taxes. 

In the United States today, it is not an explicitly religious fervor, but I would say it is like a religious 
fervor. I believe there is a "cult of America". There is also a cult of Germany, of England, of India, et 
cetera, but my focus is on the United States. First is the mythical reverence for "the founding fathers". 
The phrase is a bit creepy if you're an outsider, the "fathers". I would also add to that the "pledge of 
allegiance", which is, practically speaking, a loyalty oath required of children long before they are 
capable of truly analyzing the words. This is not quite like baptizing babies, but it is similar to taking 
your 6 year old kid to church. 

Second is the multitude of temples and shrines, most concentrated in Washington (named after the most 
famous of the "fathers") District of Columbia. The Lincoln Temple is especially creepy to someone 
who isn't inculcated in this "cult of America". It has a giant statue of Abraham Lincoln, which itself 
seems a bit off to me. The arms of the chair are fascia, or a bundle of sticks used by the Italian Fascists 
to signify being bound together. This goes back to Aesop's Fables, where a dying father asked his sons 
to break a single stick, then try to break a bundle of sticks bound together, the lesson being to stick 
together and you won't break. 

Third would be the worshiping of the sacred texts - the US Constitution, Declaration of Independence, 
Bill of Rights. I would also add to that the breathlessly dramatized descriptions of the increase in state 
power and control over the economy in the United States, namely the "progressive" movement and The 
New Deal. These narratives are akin to the Old Testament (The Founding) and the New Testament (The 
Progressive Era). And the two groups hold to their narratives. It may be a hard pill to swallow, but as an 
anthropologist, how different are the Egyptian and Babylonian temples and shrines from the American 
temples and shrines? A disinterested archaeologist who is removed from emotional involvement in the 
US would likely conclude that the use of fascia on the US Senate floor, the dime and the Lincoln 
Memorial illustrates a split from the Old Testament and New Testament. 

That this fascia is on Lincoln's memorial is most fitting, as it is Lincoln who marks the beginning of the 
transition from the Old Testament to the New Testament. The text above Lincoln on the Lincoln 
Memorial reads, 

"In this temple, as in the hearts of the people, for whom he saved the union, the memory of Abraham 
Lincoln, is enshrined forever" 



No mention of slavery, which may seem odd to people today. But I think it is this sacralization of "the 
union" that most exemplifies the New Testament of Americanism. 

It's called nationalism, patriotism, or whatever. It is this nationalism, plus the threat for the cages and 
guns, that makes people pay "their taxes" and obey the law. The guns must be there, even if an 
individual imagines in the abstract the need to chip in to some mythical collective pot, he does not do 
so unless compelled, but without nationalism he wouldn't tolerate this compulsion. This is why tax 
revenue increases when the state demands more, because donations can't cover the cost of the United 
States Government. When this kind of compulsion is attempted without a national cult, you end up with 
a situation similar to a military occupation. For example, Germany occupies Poland in WW2. Polish 
support for the German Government may be around 5%, while support for the German Government 
within Germany was in all likelihood around 95%. 

But if Polish support for German Government rule were 25%, would we call that a military 
occupation? How about 50%? We can say there is a gray area there. And so we can see a continuum 
between "military occupation" and "supported state". 

And so today we can see that compulsion is necessary to force people to pay taxes, however it is their 
ideological support for the state that keeps them from revolting. This ideological support doesn't mean 
they must approve of the present house, senate or presidency, but merely that they must support the 
United States Government as an institution through time. 

Now it is one thing for a state, such as Germany, to field armies and occupy other populations not loyal 
to Germany. It is quite another to occupy a population with only the funds you could extract from them. 
It would be like the Nazi Party trying to occupy Poland without any assistance from Germany, that is 
how I see states coming about from force alone. While it is not technically impossible, it is 
systematically unlikely that states formed from force alone. States forming from religion are at a 
systematic advantage, though I don't know how to quantify this advantage. 

For more information on the initial formation of states, I would recommend the work of Henri 
Claessen. To summarize: 

1. States require a food surplus. This means agriculture. 

2. Agriculture requires consistent property laws 

3. Therefore, law must predate states 

and 

1. The first states justified themselves on religious grounds. And they ALL did this. 

2. More recent theocracies - such as the feudal order in Western Europe and the Inca - were justified 
by a truly believed in theocracy. 

3. We have never seen a state be able to maintain ITSELF by force alone (this is not the same thing as 
occupying another population) 

4. States today require overwhelming ideological support. This doesn't mean supporting the current 
president, it means supporting the United States. 

5. Therefore, since de novo state formation (not a state conquering another state or expanding into a 
stateless area) has never been directly observed, the most parsimonious explanation is that states 
mostly, if not entirely, formed from genuine religious belief, not force of arms with religion used to 
justify it after the fact. 



There are a lot of concepts crammed in here, though none of them are very complicated. It must be 
understood that for most of England's history, the vast majority of people had access to neither church 
law nor king's law. Those who were neither nobles nor clergy. They had to resolve disputes among 
themselves. This did not worry the kings or clergy one bit, as their authority did not rest on them being 
necessary, but on their rule being handed down from God. Back then, they didn't "know", as people 
today "know", that to have law requires a state. 

Examples of areas with law but not a monopoly on law (polycentric law) would be medieval Ireland, 
medieval Iceland and the Western US Territories. Despite not having any identifiable law maker, 
Medieval Ireland was able to sustain slavery and military conscription (a form of slavery). The Western 
US Territories, in addition to having a lower homicide rate than existed the incorporated states (though 
a higher overall death rate), tended to have property acquisition and maintainence criterias that were 
more "libertarian". Typically active-use standards would emerge. I believe the differences in law 
between medieval Ireland and the Western US Territories was due to a difference in popular ideology, 
and in my opinion the popular ideology in the Western US territories was better. 

The first well-known anarchist was a novelist by the name of William Godwin. In Godwin's time, 
depending on whose estimates you agree with, something like 2% of the population owned 97% of the 
land. The nobility owned land, while others worked it, and reaped the profits of the labor of others as 
passive income. Of course this dubious ownership goes back to feudalism, which goes back to divine 
right. During Godwin's time (1756-1836), a nobleman could buy a command in the army, and the 
House of Lords was generally considered to be more powerful than the House of Commons. 

Private property, to Godwin, meant these post-feudal land titles upheld and enforced by the military, a 
military that was literally bought and paid for by the nobility themselves, and a Parliament largely of 
the nobility. To Godwin, private property, congress and the army acted as one entity, by, of and for the 
nobility. In the United States today, there is a conception of private property being separate from the 
state (even if this conception is technically erroneous in the United States today). I believe this comes 
from the history of active-use property norms in the US, of private property being owned by those who 
worked it (aside from slaves of course). 

Godwin, on the other hand, as did the anarchists in general, viewed private property AS the state. 

They opposed the state, they opposed private property. It was the same thing to them. To oppose the 
state was to oppose private property, to oppose private property is to oppose the state. To smash the 
state was to smash capitalism. 

If one has tried to read the Anarchists with a modern view of private property that originated in the 
United States, one may find it very confusing. The Anarchists become much more readable when you 
recognize their different starting assumptions, which they don't state because their contemporaries all 
held them, and which are completely understandable given their circumstance. And given that most 
Anarchists never saw the, more or less, "just" and "fair" private property arrangements in the early 
United States, they had no conception of a system of private property that could be "just" and "fair". 
This also explains why the United States, despite having a long history of skepticism of the state, has 
never had a substantial Anarchist movement. As much as Anarchism was bigger in the UK than the US, 
it was apparently bigger in France and Italy than in the UK, and bigger in Russia than in Western 
Europe. In fact in Russia Anarchism, in it's Marxist variant, won out - though I would say that the 
USSR was not a Marxist state and made no serious attempts at transitioning into stateless communism. 



I would say that in most of the world, people view law and the state as the same, much like the 
Anarchists conflated private property and the state. To oppose the state is to oppose law. I would just 
like to point out that this is not true empirically - we know of places where law existed without states 
(a monopoly on law) - and for most of the time states have existed, they never justified themselves as 
being for the good of the people. They justified themselves as being ordained by God(s). The notion 
that the state exists for the population is a very modern notion, which in Europe and it's offshoots didn't 
start to gain traction until roughly the 1400s, depending on location. And no state formed from the idea 
that they were good for the general populace. What you had were kings whose rule came from God, 
and God's intermediary was the Pope. And then there were great revolts, and the justification for states 
changed as the mode of law making changed from autocratic to democratic. 

An Act of State is an Act of War 

Laws are not suggestions, they are violently enforced. It is true that even in law without a state, that law 
is also enforced violently by whoever the common law says should enforce it. And so I am not making 
some lame appeal to non-violence or an idiotic "non-aggression principle". I am simply saying that 
when you say others should pay more for some "neat" idea you have, you really shouldn't be too 
shocked or offended when your political opponents tie you up, pour gasoline on you and light you on 
fire, or kill you or your loved ones in all sorts of horrible ways. States are war, they are guns, they are 
swords. They can point the guns to move resources around in a way you might think is nice, but others 
may disagree, and this disagreement is a military one. 

I'm pro state. I support the state forcing people to invest a certain percentage of their income. If they 
don't, they get thrown into a cage. If they resist that, then the wall is painted with their brains. This is 
the reality of all state laws. If you support a state, you support it too. I'm not pointing this out as some 
categorical argument against states. I am pro-state. But please, let us just accept basic facts. There is no 
such thing as a "social contract". If I proclaim my ownership over your apartment, and demand you pay 
me $500, and then say if you don't like it you can just leave, that is no different than the USFG 
proclaiming it's ownership over what is called "The United States", demanding you pay them some 
money or else you can leave. 

And you can huff and puff about it all you want, but it's still just as stupid, and it's still just your red 
white and blue conditioning flaring up. I used to argue this point, but I'm through arguing this. If you 
want to say why you think it is a good thing to use the threat of state violence to enforce laws, then 
make that argument. But I'm not entertaining these tantrums anymore. Laws are enforced - QED. An 
act of state is an act of war. And it's not optional and it's not consented to. 

All disagreements on matters of state are martial disagreements. Let the true nature of the state be 
unveiled, democracy is the god that failed. 

People are more likely to believe things if they rhyme. 

Chapter 6: Secession 

This will be a short chapter. The United States will not exist forever. States do not exist forever, they 
come and they go, it is inevitable. Not even China can claim that. Ancient Egypt, especially if it proves 
to be older than what "mainstream" historians believe, may give us the longest continuous state. And so 
if you have some bizarre interest in preserving the "sacred union", just know it won't be preserved 



forever. 



And we can go even further and ask - to what extent is the United States the same country it was in 
1900? Or in 1860? Or 1866? The United States is more similar to Canada in 2012 than it is to itself in 
1964. And if we consider Canada a different country, how much more so is the United States a different 
country from what it was in 1964? 

Specifically regarding the US, that anti-secessionism could exist in substantial numbers is very odd, 
and I can only conclude that it is a product of not thinking much about it. 

Legality 

This is an amazing argument. Secession from Britain was "illegal". Republics breaking off from the 
USSR was "illegal". Whether or not secession from the United States is "illegal", I personally believe 
that if you polled all of the authors of the US Constitution, they would say secession was legal. And I 
personally believe this is what Benjamin Franklin meant by "a republic, if you can keep it". However, 
that is just my opinion, and it wouldn't make secession legal, since the law is what is enforced. 

For example, following the secession of the states which became the Confederate States of America, 
the United States military had several military installations in the CSA. Most of these had their 
garrisons evacuated. Fort Sumter, in South Carolina, was not, and after a prolonged standoff, CSA 
troops fired a few cannons, and the 85 men in the fort surrendered. 2 were killed from guns fired during 
a salute of the flag. For those who don't know, South Carolina is well within the borders of the CSA. 

And it was this "attack" that was used to justify the invasion of the CSA. Now you can say whatever 
you want about what the "real" causes were, or what any of this had to do with slavery, but the cold 
legality of it is that Lincoln claimed the CSA, by firing on troops who had been in South Carolina for 4 
months after South Carolina had seceded, had attacked the United States. This justification is a joke. 

Now one might say that the real issue was slavery, or that the CSA did not deserve it's independence 
because it held slaves. I am sympathetic to this argument. So apparently this is why Brazil was denied 
their independence, and is denied their independence to this day. After all, Brazil had more African 
slaves than the US ever had. And was the way slavery was ended in Brazil by Britain waging a long 
and terrible war in Brazil? No. And if we look at slavery from a broader historical perspective, and treat 
feudalism as a form of slavery, and deal with, in general, slavery-type things - how often were such 
things ended with one country invading another country? 

In 1834, Britain abolished slavery throughout the empire. If Lincoln was concerned about slavery, then 
a much easier way to abolish slavery would have been to allow the CSA to secede on the condition that 
they free the slaves. This would have pit the non-slave holding whites who had no real love for slavery 
or their owners against the plantation system and perhaps the slaves themselves, and this would have 
been done without the bloodshed of the US Civil War, and in all liklihood - though I'm really assuming 
here - the blacks would have been given a separate country and the US wouldn't have it's intractable 
race problem with the blacks. 

Economies of scale and prosperity 

This argument also astounds me. The argument is that in a big union, the individual states benefit from 
economies of scale and free trade access. Now the first problem with this is that this argument could be 



used for a global state, from which there is absolutely no escape. The second problem is that it just 
doesn't pan out. Countries like the United Arab Emirates, Singapore, Hong Kong, Denmark, Belgium, 
Holland, Ireland, are all very prosperous, benefit from economies of scale just fine, and most likely 
contribute more than their share to world science. You can also point to poor small countries, like 
Rwanda, Pacific island chain countries, Lesotho and Swaziland, Bhutan. 

I have not done a correlation between a country's population and per capita GDP, but I would assume 
no relation. And if you found that smaller or larger countries had higher per capita GDPs, it could be 
coincidence. For example, if you split up Germany into 40 tiny states, then almost certainly a country's 
population would be negatively correlated with per capita GDP on a global scale. Given the level and 
changes in per capita GDP in Belgium, Holland and Denmark compared to their neighbors, I would just 
say that nothing pops out of the data, and that the region of Belgium would be just as wealthy if it were 
an extension of France or Germany. 

Racism 

This is a major bugaboo. The first question of course is "what is racism, and what 'racist' policies do the 
secessionists propose to impose, and why would these 'racist' policies be bad?". Because lets get real 
here: the people who want OUT of the United States tend to either be white nationalists (meaning they 
want a racial state by, for and of Europeans and only Europeans), or are close to it. Though that can and 
should change. And perhaps one would oppose their immigration policy, which would be white only. 

Now if you do, do you also oppose Israel's immigration policy? How about how Israel bans marriages 
between Jews and non-Jews? Or what about Japan's immigration policy? Should these countries be 
invaded and have their sovereignty revoked because of their rather illiberal race laws? 

Maybe secessionists will one day be aggressive. This is possible, but not very likely. Another word for 
secession would be "escape". It is what weaker parties do to try to escape a tyrannical "union". And so 
to imagine that racial separatists will... do what exactly, try to invade the United States? This is an 
absurd joke of someone who has never though their position. And if your great concern is aggression, 
well Japan and Germany were aggressive and engaged in explicitly racial wars against their neighbors. 
So should those countries be denied their sovereignty? Should Japan be incorporated into the United 
States? 

And if your concern is aggression, why do Egypt, Jordan and Syria still exist after repeated attempts to 
invade Israel? Why is North Korea allowed sovereignty after an aggressive invasion of the south of the 
country? While we're at it, lets incorporate the United Kingdom and France into the United States, 
since they invaded about half the world. 

Maybe that's not the problem. Maybe the problem is that a separate state from the US will do mean 
things to certain "minorities". Maybe. But this is a hypothetical, this isn't proven. More importantly, the 
crime hasn't been committed, and by denying secession, it would be like saying, "well, in the past, 
Japanese were quite savage to other ethnicities, and the kinds of people who support Japanese 
independence may be the same kinds of people who supported race-based oppression in Imperial 
Japan, so lets force Japan into a union with the United States, because they MIGHT do it now." 

But in the United States, the situation is even more absurd, because all of the race laws in the United 
States prohibiting interracial marriage and non-European immigration, and before that slavery, were 
expressly supported by the United States Federal Government at the time ! And these race laws 



were as nothing compared to the race laws in Nazi Germany or Imperial Japan, or even South Africa or 
India in the 1960's. Their closest analogue is Israel today. And the United States is officially a supporter 
of Israel. 

The Reality of Secession 

When Ukraine seceded from the Soviet Union, did they threaten the sovereignty of Russia? When 
Slovakia seceded from Czechoslovakia, did Slovakia then go on to be a great enemy of Czech? When 
the United States, Canada and Australia / New Zealand seceded from Britain, did they go on to threaten 
Britain? Did they go on to persecute the loyalists in their countries? When Brazil seceded from 
Portugal, did Brazil become a mortal enemy of Portugal? When Croatia seceded from Yugoslavia, did 
the Croats then go on to marginalize and attack the Serbs in their country? The answer to all of these 
questions is NO. 

In the United States, the group of people wanting secession has ALWAYS been the weaker party. It was 
clearly the weaker party at the time of the United States invasion of the CSA. And those currents which 
led to the CSA have only gotten relatively weaker. Horror stories about secessionist belligerence go 
against the lessons of history and are based on absurd hypotheticals that fly in the face of the facts. 

Let me draw a parallel that may disturb some staunch Americanists. The Soviet Union, in November of 
1922, viewed itself as the heir to the Russian Empire. Meaning that they were the rightful owners of 
Poland, the Baltic States and Finland, along with the nations they currently controlled. One may be 
confused as to how the USSR could be so heavy-handed against Finland and the Baltic states and later 
against Poland. The reason is that the USSR saw this as merely a continuation of the Russian Civil War, 
and considered the countries of Poland and Finland just as much a "white" faction as the Ufa Directory, 
the Archangel Government or the Volunteer's Army. And so the Soviet invasion of Poland, Finland and 
the Baltic states can be seen as anti-secession actions. 

In 1953 the USSR sent in troops to crush an anti-Soviet uprising in Berlin. In 1956, Hungary attempted 
secession from the Soviet Union. The USSR crushed that. In 1968 Prague attempted secession, also 
crushed. So based on this history, it would seem that the USSR would never tolerate secession. 

Yet in 1991 the USSR disintegrated without a single war or battle. The states began to break off, and 
the USSR let them. It was possible that the Soviet military would clamp down and deny secession like 
they did as recently as 1968. But they didn't. 

In 1861, the United States didn't allow the southern confederation - Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas, 
Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Tennessee, South Carolina, North Carolina and Virginia - to 
secede. It's possible that the US wouldn't allow secession today. It's also possible that they would - that 
they would have as much respect for self-determination as the Soviet Union did in 1991. 

Where does anti-scessionism come from? 

According to Rasmussen in July 2012, 24% of the United States believes the 50 States have a right to 
secede, 59% believe they don't, and 17% are undecided. While unscientific, my perusal of forums has 
found anti-secessionism to be very common. What on earth do these people think they would be 
fighting for? The United States? "America"? 



Chapter 7: Economy 



Lets get back to more empirical matters. To speed up this section, I will outline what I believe to be the 
5 main factors that explain per capita economic disparity between states, and then explain: 

1. Natural resources and location 

2. Investment level 

3. Relative poverty 

4. Economic freedom 

5. Median IQ 

To increase natural resources and location, one must invade and conquer another state. Economic 
freedom is a simple policy matter. Investment can be increased by policy as well. For example, in 
Japan, this was done by seizing -40% of the grain from the peasantry to pay for government contracts 
which were given to politically connected families to build railroads, mines, et cetera. In the USSR this 
was also done by seizing grain from the peasants to buy industrial equipment from abroad. In one year, 
grain was seized despite production being low, resulting in the infamous Ukranian famine. In 
Singapore, people are required by law to invest a portion of their income, but they get to keep what 
their investments make. To increase population size and quality can be done through conquest and / or 
eugenics and / or subsidizing or taxing reproduction. 

Now the first thing to recognize is that the data is embedded. We have countries, and we have their 
rates of economic growth. We also know their population sizes, average and median IQs, natural 
resources, economic freedom, and investment levels. But if say a country has 10% GDP growth in a 
single year, we don't know for sure why that is. 

The second thing to recognize is that there could be a point of diminishing returns. For example, 
increasing investments by 10% could result in an increase in GDP growth of 7%. This doesn't mean 
that a 20% increase investment will result in an increase in GDP growth of 14%. 

The third thing to recognize is that all we are looking at is explanations of variance. France has a GDP 
growth rate, which is different from China's, which is different from Taiwan's. And what we can say is 
that variance in relative impoverishment explains a large portion of China's economic growth (China 
being relatively impoverished), and we can say that that appears to be true TODAY. It doesn't mean that 
the difference in GDP growth between Belgium and Holland is due to relative impoverishment 
differences. Lets say that relative impoverishment (also known as the catch-up effect) explains 50% of 
all variance in economic growth between countries TODAY. In 100 years, it may only explain 10% of 
the variance in GDP growth. 

My reasoning is this: what leads to material development is the building of stuff that produces stuff. 
Factories, machinery, and people who know how to use that machinery. This is sometimes called 
"capital". So to improve the material well-being of an area, there must be investments in capital. But 
then the inevitable question: what capital? What should be invested in? This is the value of markets. 
Because with markets, lines of production will be created that are self-sustaining. The miner mines 
gold because others will buy it, the farmer farms cheese because others will buy it. 

A market is just an easier way of saying "people buying and selling stuff'. And the value of markets is 
that markets can emergently plan an economy at a very, very low level. If you asked a central planner 



the optimum amount of cheese in a burrito, in terms of cost and what consumers want, the central 
planner would have no clue. Taco Bell learns through trial and error. What is the optimum computer 
RAM amount? What is the optimum monitor size? It is this inherent, decentralized calculation ability 
of markets that make markets so vital. 

Markets are very much like evolution, and like evolution, has the great power in that EVERYTHING is 
acted upon, and so the calculations and calibrations occur - not by any person, but by the interactions 
of people - down to the finest level. And like evolution, it is a series of quick fixes. The bee for 
example has a stinger which pulls it's guts out when it stings something. On the one hand, no central 
planner would plan something so stupid, but on the other probably couldn't come up with the 
compound eye. The reason for the bee's strange stinger is that it was a series of quick fixes. For the 
stinger to no longer pull it's guts out, perhaps seven things would have to change simultanously. 
Evolution doesn't work that way, it changes one thing at a time. 

There is no quick- fix path to "fixing" the bee's stinger. Another analogy would be QWERTY versus 
DVORAK. The QWERTY layout was first developed to prevent letters from jamming on old 
typewriters, a layout that is now obsolete. However, if you are a business which needs to earn a profit 
next quarter, will you make all of your typists learn the new DVORAK layout in hopes that in 5 years 
they will be better typists, or will you let them keep using QWERTY keyboards? The quick-fix answer 
is QWERTY. There is no quick-fix path to DVORAK. 

To summarize: markets are just the interactions of people. Their strength is their inherent calculation 
abilities, and their weakness is their short-sightedness. This is usually called "market failure", though I 
don't like that term, since it has only "failed" to live up to your standards. Because at a more 
fundamental level, the evolution of the bee's stinger is ultimately a chemical reaction - life can be seen 
as a complex rock, a series of molecules. And if the laws can be understood, so can the compounds, of 
which life is just a higher one. To say the market has failed, or below that the bee's stinger is 
"evolutionary failure", is about as meaningful as saying the formation of hydrochloric acid is "chemical 
failure". I will instead call it "market narrowness". 

There are those who fetishize markets, recognizing them as natural and all outcomes on the open 
market as what should be supported. These people are goofy, but so small in number as to be harmless. 
The real danger comes from those biased against markets, which is like being biased against chemistry. 

Investment 

From the paper, "Explaining Economic Growth: Factor Accumulation, Total Factor Productivity 
Growth, and Production Efficiency Improvement", by Steven Miller and Yasima Limam, they 
calculated the correlations with overall GDP growth in various areas: 

- Africa 

Spending on capital: 0.65 

Labor growth: 0.58 

Spending on "education": 0.004 

- East Asia 

Spending on capital: 0.51 

Labor growth: 0.37 

Spending on "education": 0.005 



- Latin America 
Spending on capital: 0.63 
Labor growth: 0.48 
Spending on "education": -0.003 

- South Asia 

Spending on capital: 0.57 

Labor growth: -0.05 

Spending on "education": -0.02 

- The "West" 
Spending on capital: 0.76 
Labor growth: 0.22 
Spending on "education": 0.003 

Labor growth leading to economic growth is not surprising, however one would imagine that it 
wouldn't lead to a rise in living standards per person. Spending on what is called "education" appears to 
be useless at best, perhaps harmful since it draws resources from education and capital investment. 
Keep in mind that the Prussian education model (which is kids in a row taught a standardized 
curriculum by grade) wasn't designed to increase economic growth, but to get people to identify with 
Germany instead of their local area. The phrase "Deutschland Deutschland uber alles", or "Germany 
Germany over all" meant that Germans should identify not with Bavaria or Hamburg but with 
Germany first and foremost. 

And so the school system was never designed to improve economic growth. It's possible that it could 
promote economic growth despite not being designed to do so - but the data says it doesn't. What 
matters most, according to Limam and Miller, is spending on capital and labor growth - i.e., factories 
and people to run them. 

More information regarding the relation between investment and GDP growth comes from the paper 
"Equipment Investment and Economic Growth" by Brad Delong and Lawrence Summers. In it, it was 
concluded that for ever 1 percent of GDP devoted to machinery investment over the years 1960 to 
1985, GDP growth would increase by 0.32 percent that year. However, this doesn't mean that if 20% of 
GDP was invested in machinery one would achieve a 6.4% increase in GDP that year, because there's 
only so much new machinery that can be put to useful work. 

Lets say you have a lumber factory. In the United States, could people use more lumber? Not really. 
There's plenty of lumber, and there's no great swathe of people desperate to work in something like a 
lumber mill. However in China in 1980, you did have hundreds of millions of subsistence farmers who 
were more than happy to work in a lumber mill. And so ANY investment in machinery would 
immediately be used. And so in China in 1980, you COULD invest 20% of GDP in machinery and get 
an extra 6.4% GDP growth that year, along with perhaps a "natural" growth rate of 3%. Whereas in the 
United States, if you invested that much in machinery, you'd just have a bunch of unused factories. 

So investment matters. But if total investment rate were all that mattered, then the Soviet Union would 
have been just as wealthy as Japan. Over the years 1980 to 1989, total investment as a percentage of 
GDP in the Soviet Union was 28.5%, and in the Warsaw Pact it was 28.6%. By comparison, in Japan 
investment was 30% of GDP over this time period, and in the United States it was only 20.5% of GDP. 



So just having lots of investment is not a guarantee of economic success, it has to be good investment. 
And this is where we get into economic freedom. 

Unfortunately, since there exists a meme that "schools are our investment in the future", some might 
erroneously conclude that school spending constitutes a form of forced investment in the Japanese and 
Soviet mold, while I would classify it as something closer to a consumption good on the whole, with a 
few exceptions such as engineering and trade schools, which thrive outside of the state-funded 
university system and which aren't sacralized by what I call "the college cult". 

What constitutes "economic freedom" is a value judgment, and how different things are valued makes 
the task even more subjective. For the purpose of this book, we will look at the three main indexes of 
economic freedom: The Heritage Foundation, The Fraser Institute, and The Freedom House. 

The Catch Up Effect {Convergence) 

The catch-up effect must be kept in mind. When looking at the effects of economic freedom, one needs 
to compare similar countries over a long period of time. A country with low economic freedom will fall 
behind, but eventually will fall so far behind that the catch-up effect prevents them from falling any 
further behind. This results in extremely poor countries achieving per capita economic growth similar 
to the US or EU, though not closing the gap (unless they change their policies). 

From the paper "Global Unconditional Convergence Among Larger Economies After 1998?" by 
Andrey Korotayev, Julia Zinkina, Justislav Bogevolnov, Artemy Malkov. 

Average annual per capita growth rate for "low income" countries from 1950 to 1970: 2.75% 
Average annual per capita growth rate for "high income" countries from 1950 to 1970: 3.39% 

Average annual per capita growth rate for "low income" countries from 1998 to 2008: 5.67% 
Average annual per capita growth rate for "high income" countries from 1998 to 2008: 1.84% 

It is my belief that from 1950 to 1970, the poorer countries weren't far enough behind for the catch-up 
effect to fully offset their lower levels of economic freedom. 

Economic Freedom. 

From the paper "Components of Economic Freedom and Growth: an Empirical Study" by Eliezer Ayal 
and Georgios Karras, they found that it was more useful to measure different components of economic 
freedom than to use aggregate indexes. They found these components of economic freedom to best 
correlate or anticorrelate with per capita GDP growth: 

Expansion of the money supply: -0.495 
Proportion of government enterprises: -0.277 
Presence of negative real interest rates: -0.413 
Trade taxes: -0.332 

Difference between black market and open market exchange rates: -0.459 
Size of trade sector of economy: 0.459 (positively correlated) 
Freedom of citizens to exchange with foreigners: 0.266 

While the general correlation between economic freedom and economic growth is not as high as one 



might expect, it should be noted that 

1 . The wealthiest countries on the planet tend to have the highest levels of economic freedom. 

2. Countries that shift their policies to more economic freedom tend to have greater economic growth, 
while countries that switch to less freedom have less growth. 

3. Once a country catches up to the standard of living of countries with similar standards of living, the 
rapid growth stops 

An excellent illustration is comparing Ireland and the United Kingdom from 1995 to 2011. 



1995 2001 2008 2011 



Ireland EF 


68.5 


81.2 


82.5 


78.7 


Ireland PPP 


$16.1K 


$28.9K 


$45.4K 


S40.5K 


Britain EF 


77.9 


77.6 


79.4 


74.5 


Britain PPP 


$19.7K 


$26.1 K 


$35.7K 


$35.7K 



EF stands for economic freedom according to the Heritage Foundation, and PPP stands for purchasing 
power parity, which basically means how much money there is per person. So what we can see in 
Ireland is a rapid embrace in economic freedom starting from a low in 1995. This led to an 
improvement in living standards that roared past Britain, reaching it's greatest extent in 2008, followed 
by a large economic contraction (probably from a business cycle) and political change leading to a 
decline in economic freedom up to 2011. 

This may seem quite complicated, but I say this because it's not as simple as "economic freedom 
always leads to more growth". It doesn't. The freest economy in the world is supposedly Hong Kong 
with a score of 89.3, followed by Singapore at 88. The per capita GDP of Singapore is $59. 7k, the per 
capita GDP of Hong Kong is $49. Ik. Singapore has a forced investment scheme known as the "Central 
Providence Fund". People in Singapore are required to give roughly 30% of their earnings to this fund 
depending on their age, which is basically a mutual fund, and they get to cash in when they get sick or 
need to retire. The economic effect is to artificially increase investment, which artificially increases 
economic growth, which offers an explanation as to why Singapore has a higher per capita GDP than 
Hong Kong despite having a slightly lower economic freedom ranking. Hong Kong may even benefit 
from a catch-up effect relative to Singapore if the gap widens too much! 

There may be a point at which a country begins to suffer from too much economic freedom, but no 
country on the planet appears to be at that point. 

A country to keep an eye on is Chile. Their economic freedom rating in 2011 is 77.4, and they are 
ranked 11 th . However, they are climbing up the index, as is their per capita GDP. A country which has a 



per capita GDP well above it's economic freedom indexes is Norway. I believe Norway achieves this 
through a sort of forced investment, in that the oil industry is nationalized and all profits are invested in 
Norway, and the Norwegian economy is free enough that these investments pay off reasonably well. 

Attached to this book are indexes of economic freedom, per capita GDP rankings, and papers showing 
correlates with economic growth. 

Median IQ 

The correlation between median IQ of a country and per capita GDP is 0.684 according to "IQ and the 
Global Inequality" by Richard Lynn and Tatu Vanhannen. I don't believe this correlation is disputed. 

This creates a chicken and egg question: is the IQ driving per capita GDP, or is per capita GDP driving 
up IQ, or some mixture of both? In a later section, using examples of countries such as Ukraine, Russia, 
Belarus, China, Botswana and South Africa, I believe I can cast grave doubts on the notion that per 
capita GDP drives IQ. 

In the paper "Exponential Correlation of IQ and the Wealth of Nations" by Richard Dickerson, in the 
abstract, claims that: 

"As a rough rule of thumb, an increase of 10 points in mean IQ results in a doubling of the per capita 
GDP." 

However he noted that this was merely correlational. The causal relationship is not understood. 

According to the paper "Prediction of national wealth" by Deborah Whetzel and Michael McDaniel, 
the correlation between health spending per capita and per capita GDP was .92 in 1998 and .91 in 2002. 
However I would argue that health spending per capita is uniquely related to income per capita in a 
way that IQ is not. If you have more money, you have more money to spend on medical services, but 
you can't spend money on IQ in quite the same way. You can spend money on school and tutors, but, as 
we will see later, spending on education is a very poor way to increase IQ. Voucher studies generally 
show that it doesn't matter what school a given student goes to, and that virtually none of the current 
variance in standardized test scores in the US can be explained by current variance in school quality in 
the US. This is not to say that schools couldn't improve - they could ALL be terrible or ALL be 
excellent - but merely that the currently existing differences between schools in the US don't appear to 
have any effect. 

Lynn and Vanhannen propose a positive feedback between economic freedom and IQ. The correlation 
between 2003 score on the Heritage Foundation Index of Economic Freedom and 2002 per capita GDP 
was 0.74, higher than per capita GDP's correlation with IQ. They theorize that higher IQ leads to 
economic freedom, which leads to higher "resting point" per capita GDPs, which then leads to higher 
IQs. I agree that higher IQs lead to support for economic freedom, both within the United States and 
between countries, which leads to higher "resting point" per capita GDPs, but as Botswana, the former 
USSR and China have shown, there probably isn't a strong direct causal relation between IQ and per 
capita GDP. There is clearly a relationship between IQ and economic freedom and hence per capita 
GDP, but when you remove economic freedom, your IQ won't save you. 

This analogizes to the individual level. Higher IQ people will more likely have "positive life outcomes" 
by various indexes, but that is merely because higher IQ people make better decisions. If you take a 



high IQ person who happened to make a series of poor decisions, his IQ won't save him. 

I do believe that increased spending on education can increase IQ at very low levels. For example, the 
median IQ of African- Americans in the US is roughly 86 compared to the European- American median 
IQ, which is set to 100. (This is actually a throwback to IQ's racialist origins. Originally IQ tests were 
made just with European populations in mind, and the European median was set to 100, with non- 
Europeans treated as outside. This is why the median European score is set to 100, and labeled the 
"normal" IQ.) And the median IQ of the entire continent of Africa, depending on who you ask, ranges 
from 67 to 81. The higher estimates come from international standardized tests, which are prone to elite 
samples and focus more on knowledge, and studies of Black university students in South Africa 
generally find a median IQ of about 85, and so we can expect the median IQ of the general population 
to be a bit lower. 

African- Americans, by various estimates, contain about 20% European admixture. And so even if we 
assume a 100% genetic explanation of the European- American / African- American IQ gap, this would 
yield an estimate for the pure-blooded African- American IQ of 81, which is well above 74 - the 
midpoint of various estimates of SS African median IQ. And if you assume the very lowest estimates 
for SS Africa, 67, and we assume that in terms of IQ African- Americans are rough representatives of 
black Africans, this would yield an improvement of 19 IQ points from environmental improvements. 

Things like literacy, proper nutrition, and basic education appear to raise IQ. However, once these 
things are satisfied, the "Flynn Effect" (which should be called the Tuddenham Effect) stops and IQ 
becomes much more difficult to raise further. 

Chapter 8: Business Cycles 

Things like "the tech bubble" and "the housing bubble" ultimately led to what are called "recessions". 
Now what is a "recession" is a matter of dispute, but I don't think a strict definition of recession is very 
useful or necessary. When there is a contraction in GDP, we can say how much and how long. 

In business, some investments succeed, some fail. But in a normal, healthy economy, each year there 
are a few more good investments than bad ones. However, if you have a central bank, this central bank 
can expand the money supply. Now you know that printing more money doesn't create more wealth in 
the long run. In the long run, if you double the money supply, then all that happens is each dollar is 
worth half as much (assuming production remains the same). 

But this inflation isn't instantaneous. It takes time for business owners to realize it and raise prices. And 
so there is a time period between when the money is injected into the economy and when the 
inflationary effects are felt. When the money is first injected, it's not given to the general public, but to 
banks (at interest, but banks are able to pay the "loan" back through money creation brought on by 
rounds of fractional reserve banking). Banks invest, and at first this looks good, it looks like forced 
investment, but the problem is that this expansion of the money supply allows banks to invest in 
projects with INFLATION dollars at PRE-INFLATION prices, since the general economy hasn't 
adjusted their prices to the newly expanded money supply. 

In a healthy economy, investment comes from deferred consumption. Meaning that somebody works, 
but instead of taking their money and spending it on some consumption, they "save" it or more likely 
invest it. And so the resources being put into investments are balanced by the resources that aren't being 



consumed. The money paid for labor is just a representation of this. So long as we have honest money, 
this is fine, because the value of the investment will be equal to the value of all of the goods the 
investors chose not to buy. 

But when a central bank (like the Federal Reserve) expands the money supply, you now have a bunch 
of money going into investments. But where are the RESOURCES coming from? Investment resources 
come from deferred consumption. If there's only $500 billion in deferred consumption, but the Fed 
prints off another $500 billion for the banks to invest with, what you get in the short run is an 
investment boom. But following the boom, the money works through, inflation kicks in, and suddenly a 
great portion of the investments are revealed as unprofitable and fail. This is the "bust", or what should 
be called a "recession". 

The investments start to fail, businesses go under, people lose their jobs, and people have to try again 
with new ventures. Usually at much reduced wages, scrambling to get whatever job they can, working 
far below their ability. 

No problem, just expand the money supply again right? Make another boom, and when it starts to bust, 
expand the money supply again! 

This doesn't work because the structure of production has hard physical limits. When you're in the 
"boom" phase of monetary expansion, that is when capital is being misused for unprofitable ventures. 
It is a false signal to a firm, who believes there is a great surplus of investment capital, when really the 
Fed just printed a bunch of dollar bills. And so they make investments as if they have twice as much 
investment resources than they really do. The money working through the system and inflation kicking 
in actually PREVENTS more capital destruction. It can be seen as a body going through withdrawal to 
combat the effects of cocaine. It's horrible, but it marks a return to health. 

To hit this home just a bit further, one can imagine a bricklayer building a house. If you expand the 
money supply, that's like telling the bricklayer he has more bricks, because you've increased the 
number of "brick certificates". And so when the bricklayer is building a house he doesn't have enough 
bricks for, he's employed and happy, but that's when the damage is being done. To help the bricklayer, 
you want to tell him he doesn't have enough bricks, and you want to tell him as soon as possible. Once 
he figures this out, he's going to have to downsize the project and start over on a smaller scale, 
salvaging whatever he can. It is the boom time that the damage is done - the recession marks the return 
to health. 

In Japan, they tried expanding the money supply more and more and more. This is analogous to getting 
the house builder drunk so he doesn't notice the dwindling supply of bricks. 

What ended up happening was that the structure of production was so screwed and capital stocks were 
so depleted that the banks simply stopped investing, they just sat on the money. Further injections DID 
NOT create another economic boom. In fact, all further injections did was create a reserve of cash for 
the banks in Japan that they just sat on. This is sometimes called a "liquidity trap", and it's almost like 
"the economy" is behaving like an organism and trying to battle the effects of monetary expansion. And 
as soon as things began to recover a bit, the banks would release the money, setting off mini business 
cycles. And so Japan faced tiny boom-bust cycles while in a rather parlor economic state without the 
central bank (called The Bank of Japan) even expanding the money supply. 

What I have described is known as The Austrian Theory of the Business Cycle. It can be described as a 



supply-side theory of business cycles, and also in this book I have been pushing a supply-side view of 
economic growth, as opposed to a demand-side view of economic growth. This is actually something 
Austrians share in common with Marxists and Anarchists, in that both schools recognize production as 
the driver of economic growth, as opposed to demand-side theories that believe recessions are caused 
by a downturn in aggregate demand. 

I hold to a supply, or production, side view of economic growth and business cycles because: 

1. It makes the most sense at an intuitive level 

2. Empirically, states with the less monetary expansion experience the most economic growth 

3. The logic makes verbal sense, whereas demand-side theories tend to require fairly involved math. 

I do recognize the phenomenon of sticky wages and that state intervention could be done to prevent 
mass layoffs. However, if any state were to appropriately combat the problem of sticky wages, it would 
NOT necessitate monetary expansion. It would involve an economic relief fund to be used during a 
downturn of a business cycle to give to companies so that they can keep workers employed. And so this 
state would not have a debt, as the United States currently does, but would have a surplus. And based 
on public opinion, this state would probably have to be autocratic, as the public simply does not elect 
responsible politicians. 

Implications of the Austrian Business Cycle Theory 

The first implication of the Austrian Business Cycle Theory is that tax cuts, if not combined with 
spending cuts, will make things worse than if the taxes were kept in place. Resources that are taxed, 
and then spent in a way that doesn't build up capital, are simply lost. For example, taxing and spending 
money on old people to consume medical services, or on the military (though the military can, in a very 
wasteful and indirect way, fund the research of things that have civilian applications), will simply 
destroy capital. Perhaps you believe those things ought to be spent on for other reasons, but just know 
that they are NOT investments, at least not directly. 

Tax cuts will only lead to increased economic growth IF they are combined with spending cuts. 
Otherwise you just have more deficit spending, which is funded by monetary expansion, which sets off 
the business cycle. It is better to have taxes and spending to both be 42% of GDP than to have taxes be 
35% of GDP and spending 42% of GDP, because that 7% difference is made up with monetary 
expansion. Of course an even better situation would be spending at 35% and taxes at 35%. 

And so I will say something that most readers might not expect: I support increased taxes to balance the 
budget over further tax cuts. Though ideally both spending and taxes would be cut to 1900 levels. 

Business Cycles Without a Central Bank 

Yes, there can be a business cycle without a central bank. Lets say a bank holds silver. Bob deposits 10 
ounces of silver into First Bank. Bob now has a 10 ounce silver certificate, which can be redeemed at 
any time. This certificate can be exchanged for goods in the economy. The certificate is as good as 
silver. 

First Bank then loans out 9 ounces of the silver Bob deposited. And so now out in the world there exist 
19 ounces of effective silver - the 10 ounce certificate and the 9 ounces of real silver involved in loans. 
This is effective monetary expansion without a central bank, and will set off a business cycle. 



This also explains how banks can create money. Multiple rounds of fractional reserve banking can 
increase the money supply several times above what they were loaned from the Federal Reserve, 
creating the additional money in the economy necessary to pay back the Federal Reserve plus interest. 

If various precious metals emerge as a common currency in the absence of a central bank, rapid 
increase in the production of precious metals may set off the business cycle. Though in my estimation, 
vendors would be aware of this kind of monetary expansion and raise prices in response, and so this 
would be less likely to set off a business cycle than fractional reserve banking would. 

Business cycles without a central bank are systematically likely to not be as large. Because without fiat 
currency, they can't just poof new currency into existence - they can only expand the money supply by 
rounds of fractional reserve banking with actual gold and silver. They can't just poof new gold or silver 
into existence like the Federal Reserve can with dollars, and so the monetary expansion is 
systematically likely to be many times smaller, and thus be business cycle many times smaller. 

And last is the old standby that people fall for fads and panics, and the irrationality of the masses can 
lead to booms and busts independent of monetary expansion. Though fads and panics tend to be 
localized in a specific industry. If you have a general, economy-wide boom followed by a general, 
economy-wide bust, it's a virtual certainty that it was caused by monetary expansion. 

Social Democrat Support for Demand-Side Business Cycle Theories is Quite Odd 

They way the money supply is expanded is that the Federal Reserve gives banks loans. The banks 
repay these loans by loaning to the general public at a higher rate than they paid the Federal Reserve. In 
addition, the banks get expanded money supply FIRST. What this means is that they get to spend it 
before it's inflationary effects are fully felt, while the poorest people don't see that money until long 
after it's inflationary effects are felt. And so the net result is a transfer of wealth from those who don't 
invest to those who do invest, and from those who do invest to the banks. This is because banks get the 
money first, and loan it to companies to increase capital, and so they get it second. 

The net result is that banks end up owning a larger and larger proportion of the US economy, and small 
businesses less and less. Whether planned or not, the net result is that the common person has less 
control over the means of production, even though the common person is doing most of the work. In 
2007, the 5 largest banks in the US controlled roughly 43% of the US economy. In 2011 it was 56%. 
This is a direct result of monetary expansion and demand-side economics, sometimes called 
"Keynesianism", though Keynes would never have advocated this monstrosity. The demand-side 
economics taught at the universities is the intellectual bodyguard of the banking cartel. 

When I hear social democrats defending the Federal Reserve, it is evidence of knee-jerk status quo 
zealotry. How anyone of any political persuasion could support such a ghastly institution is evidence of 
just how powerful the Citadel is. Break up the banks and smash the Fed. 

Chapter 9: Medical Services 

The support for direct state control of medical services (aka universal healthcare or single-payer 
system) juts out as a salient for social democracy. It is the erroneous belief that the comparison between 
the medical industry of the United States and countries of the European Union are clear evidence that 



in this industry, state control beats out market action. Hopefully here I can do a bit to break off this 
salient. 

The reason medical services are so expensive in the United States is very simple: supply is restricted 
and demand is inelastic. By this I mean that when the price of medical services goes up, people still 
want it, because they need it. And so to get people to stop buying medical services, the price must go 
up a lot. 

US Medical Service spending as a percentage of GDP by year: 



1960- 


5.1% 


1965- 


5.7% 


1970- 


7.1% 


1975- 


8% 


1980- 


9% 


1982- 


10.2% 


1985- 


10.3% 


1990- 


12.3% 


1995 - 


13.7% 


2000- 


13.7% 


2005- 


15.8% 


2010- 


17.6% 



Meanwhile, from the years 1982 to 2011, the number of medical school graduates has remained at 
roughly 16,000 per year, with unsubstantial deviation, and I suspect it was at that number back to 1960. 
In 1960 did the United States have an NHS style centrally planned medical industry? No. 

Maybe the United States Government just doesn't spend enough as a percentage of GDP. 

Government spending on medical services as % of GDP by country in 2011: 

Holland 9.9% 
Denmark 9.3% 
France 9% 
Germany 9% 
Austria 8.2% 
United States 8.2% 
New Zealand 8.1% 
Canada 8% 
Belgium 8% 
UK 8% 
Norway 8% 
Sweden 7.8% 
Japan 7.7% 
Switzerland 7.3% 
Italy 7.3% 
Ireland 7.3% 
Portugal 7% 
Spain 7% 



Luxembourg 6.9% 
OECD 6.9% 



This is as a percentage of GDP. The United States has a higher per capita GDP than every country on 
this list except Luxembourg and Norway. So yes, the United States has problems, but a lack of 
government funds cannot be blamed for why costs are so high. 

I am not even going to present life expectancy data. 

If the US were to adopt an NHS style medical system, would it be better? Would there be more or less 
bureaucratic crap? I suspect more. In the US, it would most likely be to apply medicare universally, 
where everyone is covered and all medicine is done through medicare. 

The topic of the cause high cost of medical services is a subject unto itself. However I would have 3 
main categories: 

1. Others paying. Instead of price and quality shopping, you get the doctor assigned by the medical 
plan, paid for not by you, but by others. So A gets a service from B paid for by C. 

2. Bureaucracy costs: such as spending 60% of your time battling the medicare bureaucracy or battling 
false claims. In a paper by the American Hospital Association entitled "Patients or Paperwork", they 
claim that for every hour of patient care, an emergency department spends 1 hour on paperwork, for a 
non-emergency patient they spend 36 minutes on paperwork, and for skilled nursing 30 minutes of 
paperwork for every hour. 

3. Restriction of supply. This is both direct and indirect. 

Direct: Medical services are directly limited because the supply of doctors is limited. To become a 
doctor in the US, you must go to an accredited medical school. How does a medical school become 
accredited? By having the state licensing board accredit them. And these medical schools have not 
significantly increased the number of medical school graduates between the years 1982 and 2010. 

Indirect: doctors quitting, or quitting surgery, out of fear of lawsuits or not wanting to deal with the 
bureaucracy. This is harder to measure. 

For those who advocate state control in the production and provision of medical services, do you 
advocate state control and provision of food? Central planning in everything else fails to no end. The 
examples of successful state intervention involve regulating specific problems of market narrowness, 
not control over entire industries, or an entire economy in the case of the USSR. 

Granted, some people are poor, and perhaps you think that others should be forced to pay for the poor 
(however defined). With food, this leads to food stamps. How much better to just give the poor 
medical-stamps? And let the medical market run free otherwise the way food (for the most part) is? I 
believe the general public has been fed a false dichotomy of the state controlling the means of 
production vs. zero welfare. You don't need the state to control the means of production for the poor to 
have access to medical services. 

What would a relatively free market in medical services look like? 



Well in my estimation, it would be more like dentistry and veterinary services. 

It is unfortunate that there has not been an extensive analysis done between the US medical industry 
and near analogues within the US. 

On occasion, pet owners will find themselves shocked at how much easier and cheaper it is for their 
dog to get an operation or drug than it is for them to get practically the same thing. According to the 
Tucson Citizen, in a congressional study in 2000, it was claimed that in 8 medications which were 
virtually identical for dogs and people, the version for people cost 2.3 times as much. 

Veterinarian Doug Mader reports to having had done elbow surgery on a dog for a cost 1/9. 5 th the cost 
of the surgery he had at a traditional hospital for humans. For the dog, the surgery cost $1,685, while 
for him the surgery cost $16,014. 

I have also seen comparisons between the cost of treating cancer in dogs versus being roughly III th the 
cost of treating it in humans. 

Veterinarians can also do blood analysis for animals in the office for practically nothing. The blood 
does not need to be shipped off to a lab, but can be done with a machine right there and then. But they 
are legally prohibited from doing this for humans. Humans are legally required to have blood work 
shipped off to certified laboratories. 

Based on personal experience and anecdote, the process of seeing a vet includes less paperwork and 
less fees and is generally faster. In my experience, the vet had a better understanding of the family dog 
than the doctor did of me. I don't fault the doctor, I fault the system he operated under. 

In an interview done by Reason Magazine, veterinary owner Jeff Werber claimed that it takes roughly 
20 times as long to open and run a medical practice for humans as it does to open one for animals. 

What does any of this mean? I don't know. I believe that while human medicine would be more like the 
veterinarian in a freer market, I believe it would still be more expensive, but also of higher quality, than 
veterinarian services. For example, when neutering dogs, some vet owners won't even monitor the 
vitals of the dog after the anesthesia is injected, and will just hope they made the right estimates. While 
I don't think this would happen in humans, I think that safety is overrated. 

You may value car safety, but to a degree. At some point, additional health, or additional safety, is not 
worth the cost. At some point, the gains from spending more to reduce the risk of dying aren't worth it. 
It's not worth it to hermetically seal each and every potato chip. 

During World War 2, not every pilot flew the best bomber or fighter in the arsenal. Most of the aircraft 
in the air at any one time were not the most modern any given country had to offer. This is an 
admission by those who made such decisions that it was worth it to make the pilots fly less modern 
aircraft in order to provide the volume of air and ground support they needed. 

Lets do some parsimony: 

When the state had less control over medical services, the cost of medical services was lower as a 
percentage of GDP. As the state has increased control, the cost of medical services has increased. We 
also know that near analogues of medical services that aren't as heavily controlled by the state: 



veterinary services, dentistry and LASIK surgery - are generally cheaper and more convenient, like the 
rest of the economy that isn't heavily interfered with by the state. 

We also know that, in general, state control of the means of production in anything is generally not as 
efficient are market control of the means of production. We also know that to provide access to 
anything to the poor, this doesn't require state control of the means of production. I believe all of these 
lines of evidence make "Nationalized Healthcare" or "Universal Healthcare" misguided, and the real 
solution is right under our noses in the near-analogues. 

Chapter 10: Economic Myths 

Unions 

There is a common belief that the wages, benefits and working conditions people in the United States 
(and countries like the United States) have is due, to a substantial degree, to the actions of unions. Is 
this true? Well, the question becomes fairly easy to answer once you realize that wages, benefits and 
better work conditions / work hours all cost a company money, i.e. they eat into a company's profits. 

Mister rich capitalist may have a lot of money, but his money comes from profits. This margin of profit 
is the amount of extra money employees can bargain for. And this extra money can be used to pay for 
higher wages, shorter hours (which costs the company lost revenue) or better work conditions (which 
costs money). 

According to the United States Bureau of Economic Affairs, the after-tax profit margin for all 
corporations from 1929 to 2009 was 5.2% of GDP on average. At no point did economy- wide after-tax 
corporate profits exceed 9% of GDP during this period. 

This means that at any given point, there was only a 9% cushion available for possible wage / benefit 
increases and / or condition improvements for any given year, assuming corporate profits more or less 
reflect the general profits of the economy as a whole. 

We know that the economy increased 1362% in real terms over that time period, and yet profits 
remained under 9%. If, say, all additional profits from 1929 onward were kept by capitalists, the profit 
margin would be around 93% of GDP in 2009. 

Whatever your views are regarding "crony capitalism" in the United States, this is clearly not the case. 
I see two ways of explaining this: 

1. A grand coincidence with labor activism. The profit margin just happened to remain in a band from 
about 3% to 9% per year just by chance. Without labor activism, profits would have gone up to 93%, 
and you didn't have labor activity chits when profits went up to say 30% of GDP, but a constant flow of 
labor activity that almost perfectly offset increases in profits. 

2. Economic forces keeping profits down. Namely wage competition for workers, and competition with 
other companies to lower the price of goods. 

Things like the 8-hour day and overtime laws - these are things I do not support. However, in a 
macroeconomic sense, they are factored into the total compensation of workers, and contribute to 



profits not being 93% of GDP. 



Labor functions as an exchange. When you hire a plumber, you're making an exchange. You're the 
customer in that arrangement - if you hire him once. But what if you hire a plumber for 8 hours a day to 
be on hand? You pay him a lower hourly wage in exchange for guaranteed work. 

At this point the plumber is not considered a service-merchant, and you are not considered a customer, 
but he is an employee and you are an employer. Of course in reality an employer is a customer, a 
customer is an employer. A "job" is nothing more than a long-term bulk-rate labor trade. 

Each side has bargaining power depending on their replaceability.. The more replaceable you are, the 
less bargaining power you have, and the less you get paid. If there are many surplus workers, the 
capitalist can pay less and earn higher profits. These higher profits attract investors who then set up 
more companies, until there is no longer a labor glut and wages start getting bid up and profits go 
down. This is happening in parts of China. 

As an aside, a poor country with heavy restrictions and high taxes can benefit from companies coming 
in to exploit cheap labor, but as the price of labor gets bid up, it eventually hits a point where it 
becomes more profitable for Nike to open a factory in Germany than Kenya, because even though they 
have to pay Germans more, the tax and regulatory environment allows Nike to still make more profits 
in Germany than in Kenya. 

Having an integrated workforce is a valuable asset, and this workforce can collectively bargain. This is 
originally what unions meant: a way for workers to get together and negotiate as a bloc, understanding 
that they have more value as a bloc than as a sum of individuals. 

However, to say that the 8 hour day, workplace safety standards and the weekend would not have come 
into existence is to poo-poo economic laws. Of course it is true, without legislation for the 8-hour day, 
there would be no legislation for the 8-hour day. But that legislation was only POSSIBLE with the 
increases in productivity and thus increase in absolute bargaining power of the workers, even if relative 
bargaining power remained the same. 

Prior to industrialization, there was no talk of the "8 hour day" or "weekend". 

And so I view labor legislation as a form of negotiating, like negotiating on prices in a market. If the 
legislation didn't exist, workers would have been compensated in some other way - the economic 
forces dictate it. Labor laws can only reduce profits, thus reducing the cushion of benefits workers can 
get on their own through private negotiations with employers. 

All of this is to say that the ultimate source of improvements in standards of living for workers came 
from increases in productivity on the market, with labor legislation playing no significant role. 

Child Labor 

Related to unions is child labor. I will define child labor as someone working full time while under the 
age of 16. In the United States, we know the child labor rates: 



Year, Male, Female, Total 
1880 - 32.5%, 12.2%, 22.3% 
1900-26.1%, 6.4%, 16.2% 
1930-6.4%, 2.9%, 4.6% 

— In 1938 the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 was passed, which banned child labor — 
1940 -N/A,N/A, 3.1% 

Prior to what is known as industrialization, there was no concept of "child labor". There simply was. 
"Child labor" only became an issue when it became economically feasible to end it. Similarly ,the "8 
hour day" didn't become a thing until there existed the economic resources to achieve it. 

The idea that child labor legislation ended child labor is a myth. 

Monopolies 

In an area with no anti-monopoly legislation, organizations would not be free to become monopolies, 
they would be free to ATTEMPT to become monopolies. The theory is that a firm, or group of firms, 
will raise prices up to the monopoly rate. The monopoly rate is the rate at which any further increase in 
price will result in so many people not buying the product that the company actually loses money. 

If shoes cost $100, and there's only one shoe company, you will probably still buy shoes. If shoes were 
$10,000, sold only by the same company, you may try to make your own shoes. At $10,000, the 
monopoly shoe company won't make much money at all. It will maximize revenue at a lower price, 
perhaps $100. Whatever this revenue maximizing price is is the monopoly price. If the company had 
competition, it may have to lower prices down to $40 on average. 

The point being that the monopoly is a price-maker. It can set the price wherever it wants, and will get 
all of the customers at that price. Whereas a price-taker has to take the price the market will give him, 
otherwise he won't get any customers. 

The purpose of a monopoly is to earn huge profits. So the theory is that one company, or a cartel of 
companies, can become so dominant and raise prices to the monopoly rate. 

Now I will tell you the conclusion before the reasoning: monopolies and cartels happen in situations of 
limited space, resources and with legal protection. In fact, all firms are somewhat monopolistic. For 
example, your local grocery store may not have a monopoly on all groceries, but it has a monopoly on 
being a grocery store at that location. 

The justification for anti-trust legislation is the public interest. The public is said to be harmed by 
monopolies because monopolies can charge at the monopoly rate. And so to determine if a company is 
a monopoly, or if there is a cartel, we can look at two things: 

1. The price of the good or service. 

If prices are falling, it's game over. It's not an acting monopoly or cartel. If the price is rising, there may 
be some other explanations for that. Rising prices is evidence of a monopoly or cartel, but it's not 
conclusive. Falling prices, however, are conclusive evidence that it is not. 



2. Market share. 



If market share of the supposed monopoly or cartel is shrinking, AND the firms eating away at the 
monopoly or cartel's market share are not monopolies, then that means either that there is no 
monopolistic activity going on at all, OR that the monopoly is in the process of getting devoured by 
competing firms - the natural immune system of the free market. 

3. Barrier to entry. 

Is there something that keeps other companies from entering the market? Such as a high cost of entry 
(not likely given the size of US capital markets), or some legal protection (more likely, but still 
unlikely). 

If a company shows falling prices and falling market share, that's double-game over. 

There are 6 main case studies in monopoly law. While the Sherman Anti-Trust act of 1890 was created 
to prohibit monopolies, you never know what the law really means until it starts being applied. 
Standard Oil, American Tobacco, US Steel, Alcoa, American Can and United Shoe Machinery. 

Case 1: American Tobacco 

American Tobacco was formed in 1890 out of a merger of 5 companies. In 1890, American Tobacco 
sold 90% of all cigarettes in the United States. In 1907, it sold only 74%. In 1907, it was sued for 
violation of the Sherman Antitrust act, and in 1911 it was broken up. 

American Tobacco product prices by year: 

1,000 cigarettes 
1895 - $2.77 
1902 - $2.29 
1907 - $2.20 

1,000 "little cigars" 
1895 -$4.60 
1902 - $4.37 
1907 - $3.60 

Compare this to the price of leaf tobacco used to make tobacco products: 

1895 - 6 cents per pound 
1902 - 8.5 cents per pound 
1907 - 10.5 cents per pound 

And so even though the cost of inputs increased, prices fell, along with market share. American 
Tobacco was NOT a monopoly, but was ruled as such. 

Case 2: Standard Oil 

Standard Oil was founded in 1870 and broken up in 1911, on the same day that American Tobacco was 
broken up. 



Standard Oil product prices by year: 

Refined Oil (gallon): 

1869- 30 cents 
1874- 10 cents 
1885 - 8 cents 
1897-5.9 cents 

Kerosene (gallon): 

1870- 26 cents 
1885 - 8 cents 
1897-5.9 cents 

Standard Oil Market Share by year: 

1870- 10% 

1880-90-95% 

1899-82% 

1906 - 70% 

1911-64% 

Falling prices, falling market share, not a monopoly. In the case against Standard Oil, the prosecution 
claimed Standard Oil was engaging in "predatory pricing". This means pricing below cost for a period 
of time, taking losses for a time, with the hope of driving out competition and remaining the last man 
standing as a monopolist. 

Standard Oil did not price below cost, and besides, they weren't on the road to monopoly since they 
were actually losing market share. 

Case 3: US Steel 

US Steel was ruled to not be a monopoly in 1920. US Steel owned iron ore deposits in the Lake 
Superior district, which it refused to open up to competing firms. In my estimation, this created the 
POSSIBILITY of a limited resource monopoly, a type of monopoly that can actually exist, but in US 
Steel's case, this did not happen. 

US Steel market share by year: 



1902 


-66% 


1905 


-60% 


1910 


-54% 


1915 


-51% 


1920 


-46% 


1925 


-42% 


1930 


-41% 


1935 


-33% 



US Steel demonstrates the arbitrariness of the interpretation of the Sherman Antitrust act. Steel is a 
commodity, and US Steel's prices did not vary from spot as far as I know. And so one standard was 
applied to Standard Oil, another to US Steel. 



Case 4: Alcoa 



In Alcoa's case, it can be definitively argued that they owned the primary Aluminum market in the US. 
Up to 1945, Alcoa was the only major producer of primary aluminum in the United States, owning 90% 
of the domestic market (10% came from imports). However, if the reprocessing of scrap aluminum is 
included, Alcoa's market share was only 33%. 

It was argued that Alcoa was in direct competition with reprocessed aluminum, and so could not be 
considered a monopoly. But more importantly, the price of aluminum fell during Alcoa's existence: 

Price of aluminum per ton in 1998 dollars 



1900- 


14,000 


1905- 


14,000 


1910- 


8,600 


1915 - 


12,000 


1920- 


5,860 


1925- 


5,510 


1930- 


5,150 


1935- 


5,240 


1940- 


4,790 


1945- 


3,010 



Alcoa was declared to be in violation of the Sherman Antitrust act in 1945. 

Alcoa was not broken up, but prohibited from buying up any new aluminum mills. 

There have been many more applications of anti-trust legislation, but the point is that to be prosecuted 
for violating the Sherman Antitrust Act, you don't have to be charging monopoly prices, and your 
market share could be falling. And as the case of Alcoa has shown, the courts can arbitrarily define 
your market so narrowly that you are a monopoly, even though in reality you're in fierce competition 
and only make up 33% of the real market. 

In other words, antitrust law has nothing to do with charging at the monopoly rate, i.e. it has nothing to 
do with "the public" interest. 

Case 5: AT&T 

AT&T is different, because from 1913 to 1984, AT&T was a monopoly. The reason for this was 
because it had a legal monopoly on long-distance telephony in the United States. The US Federal 
Government declared that to have long-distance phone calls in the United States, it had to be with 
AT&T. 

The rationale was that telephony was a natural monopoly given the startup costs and network effects. 
The advent of the cell phone has made this discussion largely obsolete, but it is still important to 
consider that during the brief period when AT&T was broken up and land lines were still relevant, other 
companies such as Sprint and MCI were able to offer long distance land line telephone service, and 
there was no chaos. You could call anyone with Sprint, you could call anyone with MCI, you could call 



anyone with AT&T. 

Putting Mono Polies in Perspective 

The term "monopoly" comes from the word "mono", as in one, and "poly", as in polity or polis. And 
prior to the 1920s, was always understood as something that came from the state. Companies were 
given "grants of monopoly privilege" by the king on certain industries in certain areas. The idea of the 
"market monopoly" didn't even exist until the 1920s. That doesn't mean they don't exist, but it is 
certainly suspect almost nobody "knew" about market monopolies in the way we "know" about market 
monopolies today. 

Imagine for a moment that the field of economics is mostly bunk. Try that thought out for a moment, 
look through those spectacles for a moment and see how the world looks. And that schools of economic 
thought are working with half-baked theories which come from an embaras singly small and inbred 
social group of economists, transmuted into lines and curves and now sacralized because they come 
from a long time ago and people today assume that these demand-side economic theories have been 
proven... somewhere., by someone... maybe in one of those journals. 

Also imagine that there exists this triangulation effect on ideology between politicians, the media and 
universities. And each side of this triangle influences the other. Media fads influence research influence 
politicians. Political demands influence media coverage influence research. I would say that the 
Austrian Theory of the Business Cycle is great because it is so unspectacular. It's really quite a simple 
theory, it makes sense at an intuitive level, it explains every single business cycle without having to 
come up with specific causes for each downturn, and it explains why countries which expand the 
money supply the least have greater long run economic growth - in the same way someone who doesn't 
do cocaine will have greater long-term vitality, even if in the short run they're a little tired. 

The reality of monopolies is that they only have the potential to form at chokepoints, and even then 
they usually don't. For example, a railroad through a mountain pass, or something like plumbing or a 
telephone network that has large sunk assets. Another chokepoint is patents, or patent monopolies. 

Patents 

A patent grants the patent-holder, presumably the inventor, of something, a temporary monopoly on 
that thing. This is to prevent ideas being stolen and to make innovation profitable. So that people will 
have an incentive to invest their time and energy into research and development. And according to the 
paper "Patent Rights and Economic Growth: Evidence from Cross-Country Panels of Manufacturing 
Industries" Albert Hu and I.P.L. Png, strong patent laws are correlated with economic growth. And 
while correlation is not causation, we have a theory as to why it would be causal: strong patent laws 
will cause companies to invest more in research and development. 

So the theory that patents lead to economic growth goes like this: 

Strong patent laws — > increased research and development — > increased economic growth 

Now I'm not going to attack the second link from increased research and development to increased 
economic growth. I understand that poorer countries benefit from the catch-up effect, and an invention 
in Germany can benefit Canada economically, and so the country where the research and development 
spending occurs may not reap much more benefit than it's neighbors - aside from the profits earned by 



the specific company's temporary patent monopoly. 

How strong is the first link? Well according to Hu and Png, increased patent protection was associated 
with increased inventions and research and development spending. This strengthens the first link, and if 
there was no more information, an intellectually honest person would have to conclude that strong 
patent laws, most likely CAUSE increased research and development. 

But then in 2009, Josh Lerner had an analysis entitled, "The Empirical Impact of Intellectual Property 
Rights on Innovation: Puzzles and Clues", where he showed that increases in patent protection in 5 1 
countries were correlated with a decrease in patent filings. If patents are the mechanism by which 
increased research and development funding is achieved, then while patent laws were strengthened, the 
use of these patents decreased, even as research and development funding continued to increase. 

In 2002, Petra Moser, in the paper "How Do Patent Laws Influence Innovation? Evidence from 
Nineteenth-Century World Fairs", analyzed the relative number of inventions and their importance 
ratings by the judges of the fair, and found no relation between strength of patent laws and 
representation in the worlds' fair among the countries represented. In fact the two countries with the 
highest representation relative to their populations were Denmark and Switzerland, neither of which 
had any patent protection at the time. 

In 2001, Lee Branstetter and Marako Sakakibara wrote a paper entitled "Do Stronger Patents Induce 
More Innovation? Evidence from the 1988 Japanese Patent Law Reforms". In it they found no increase 
in research and development spending following a law that strengthened patent protections in Japan in 
1998. 

In 2005, Jean Lanjouw and Margaret MacLeod wrote a paper entitled "Statistical Trends in 
Pharmaceutical Research for Poor Countries". They look at the effects of the 1995 TRIPS treaty which 
forced 40 countries to implement stricter patent laws regarding pharmaceuticals. There was no increase 
in research and development spending following the passage of this treaty. 

The body of data does show that countries with stronger patent laws spend a higher proportion of GDP 
on research and development. But countries with a higher per capita GDP also spend a higher 
percentage of that on research and development, and this correlation is stronger than the correlation 
between strength of patent laws (however measured) and research and development spending. This was 
found in the papers "International Comparisons of R&D Expenditure Does an R&D PPP Make a 
Difference?" by Sean M. Dougherty, Robert Inklaar, Robert H. McGuckin, and Bart van Ark, and 
"R&D, Innovation, and Economic Growth: An Empirical Analysis" by Hulya Ulku. 

At an intuitive level, this makes sense. It's like a rich person having more money to invest, in this case 
in research and development. And the data supports this theory more than the theory that stronger 
patent laws are the cause of greater research and development. 

I support copyright laws, but not patent laws in general. The reason is that something like the shape of 
a wing, or certain program functions, are objective. There is an objectively optimal way to clean cotton 
with a given technology. There is an objectively optimal way to code a scroll bar in Java. And so people 
searching for the optimal way to do something are likely to reach similar conclusions independently. 
What is not so likely is someone just so happening to write "The Fellowship of the Ring" originally and 
independently of Tolkein. If someone other than Tolkein is trying to pass of f "The Hobbit" as his own, 
we can be sure that he's stealing ideas. We can't be so sure with things that are objectively optimal for a 



given task, like airplane design. 

The one area I am open to being convinced in favor of patents on is pharmaceuticals. This is because, 
while it is difficult to develop an optimal formula for a pill, it's very easy to copy. Terence Kealey in his 
book "The Economic Laws of Scientific Research" argues that, across all industries, it costs roughly 
70% to copy an invention as it does to invent it yourself. And in the time of copying, the original 
inventor has a de facto monopoly so can earn monopoly profits, and afterward still has name brand 
recognition. In pharmaceuticals, however, I know the cost to copy is far less than 70%. If the cost to 
copy is say 1%, and the contents of viagra could be figured out in an afternoon, and enough of the 
public knows that generic drugs are chemically identical to name-brand drugs, then patents may be 
required to maintain a certain level of pharmaceutical research. But the big picture is that patents don't 
do enough good or harm to be distinguished from economic background noise across the entire world 
economy. 

Another thing to consider is that patents, in the United States, cost between $5,000 and well over 
$15,000 to file, according to IPwatchdog.com, a pro-patent website. So when talking about patent laws, 
we're talking about companies. So if you want strong patent laws to protect the little guy, that's 
misguided, because the little guy doesn't come into it. 

The Formative Period of US Economic History 

The formative period of the great national myths was immediately following secession from Britain. 
The formation of the economic myths was from 1880 to 1950. During this period the US went from 
having no real economic ideology (they had more of a moral support for free markets) to supporting 
heavy "regulations" to combat monopolies and "exploitation" of workers and children and massive 
government spending to increase economic growth. 

Chapter 11: Cultural Marxism 

To understand "Cultural Marxism", we need a history lesson. Karl Marx lived in Germany and his 
formative years were in the 1830s. During these years, Marx studied under the German Historical 
School. The Historicists generally believed that there were either no, or at least far fewer, fixed 
economic laws than the contemporary neoclassicals believed. A pure historicist would believe in zero 
economic laws, and that what appear to be rigid economic laws are really just the reflections of the 
societies being studied. That a price ceiling leading to shortages is not a universal economic law, but is 
merely a truth in the countries being examined. 

For those wondering, modern economics classes in the United States are NOT historicist at all, and 
eschew any historicism. I used to completely dismiss historicist ideas, but have come to be slightly 
more favorable. I don't believe the same economic policies will always have the same effect for each 
culture. Universal models are useful, but should still be tempered by the different psychologies of the 
races and social norms of the people the policies are being forced upon. I think of the universal models 
as the default, and cultural and biological considerations as an edit. 

Anyway, Marx was very, very historicist. Marx also held that human nature was extremely malleable. 
This is important for the viability of stateless communism. 

Karl Marx, in his youth, was an anarchist, influenced by people like Proudhon and Bakunin. Proudhon 



and Bakunin, having no real experience with the private property situation in the United States at the 
time, had no notion of private property being separate from state granted privilege and iniquity, and so 
they conflated opposition to private property with opposition to the state; they were one and the same. 
And so they argued for collective property ownership in the absence of a state (monopoly on law), and 
there were many lively debates as to how people would work the land without individual ownership of 
their production, or perhaps pay for their individual production, and disputes that that wouldn't be 
anarchism, and on and on. The debates among the anarchists are deep, lively, and very easy to lose 
track of. 

Marx came to the conclusion that stateless communism (anarchism) could not come about with humans 
as they were at the time. He believed humans needed to be reconditioned to seflessly work for a 
collective. And this reconditioning required an authoritarian state implementing Marx's ideals. Of 
course Marx believed this was possible because he believed in a close to blank slate view of human 
nature, and was firmly in the historicist camp on economics. And once the conditioning program was 
complete, the "new socialist man" (a phrase Marx himself never used) would have no need for a state 
enforcing communism. 

The state withering away sounds stupid in hindsight, but if you assume a radical malleability of human 
nature, it's not that stupid. Because if everyone is this new socialist man, then nobody will have the 
desire to rule others, and there will be no need for a state to enforce communism, since the people will 
be of such a temperament that they will voluntarily and willingly work for the collective. 

As an aside, some of the more radical libertarians tend to believe in what I call a "new libertarian man" 
(a phrase they do not use), and with this new psychology, will allow what is called "anarcho- 
capitalism" to work, or "stateless capitalism". Stefan Molyneux, for example, believes that the root of 
the state is the psychological need of the population for a state, and this psychological need develops in 
childhood, and so fix the parenting, and the state will wither away. 

According to Marx, societies have a progression. Marx viewed capitalists as inherently oppressive in 
function, and profit as being (for the most part) inherently exploitative, but he didn't hate capitalists. He 
viewed capitalists as performing an historical function, a necessary step for societies on the road to the 
communist dictatorship and finally stateless communism. 

During World War 1, something strange happened. The communist revolutions did not occur in the 
countries with the most "capitalism" and capitalists: Britain, the United States, France and Germany. It 
occurred in a backward country with relatively less "capitalism", Russia. This was not supposed to 
happen. And so the Marxists of the day had to rethink the theory. 

And so was born a new school of Marxism known as the Frankfurt School of Marxism, or Cultural 
Marxism. The Cultural Marxists held the radical blank slate and historicist economic views, but 
believed in not an inevitable progression, but that the population must have traditional "bourgeois" 
culture and norms undermined and destroyed. Instead of rallying around the class, the workers rallied 
around the flag. These norms to be undermined were things like gender roles, religion, racial identity, 
national identity, and something Marx didn't properly take into account: individuated private property 
and the "petty bourgeois" norms, which is to say middle class norms of work, private property and 
thrift. 

It is my belief that the Cultural Marxists planted the seed for the great whirlwind that has so far 
stripped the United States of racialism completely, has reduced religion and gender roles in equal 



measure, is starting to break down national identity and replace it with a "global consciousness" and 
the screaming horror of the "international community", and is starting to render middle class economic 
values as fuddy duddy and old hat. 

Though the actual Cultural Marxists, who support such things to advance the final Utopia of stateless 
communism, are for the most part long gone, and most people today who I call Cultural Marxists have 
no clue what that is. They have no clue that their radical feminism or opposition to "racism" originated 
from a few cranks in Germany who were baffled as to why communism wasn't working the way they 
wanted. 

"Racism " 

If I told you that Bob was a "racist", would you know what I meant by that? No. You would have to ask 
"why he is racist". This is because the term "racist" doesn't have a real definition except that it has to 
do with race. It must be defined with every use. Saying someone is a "racist" introduces no new 
information. So why say it? 

If I say "Bob is a racist because he dislikes Mestizos", how does that convey more information than 
"Bob dislikes Mestizos"? It doesn't. "Racism" adds no new information. So why say it? 

Well to ask why people say it is to answer. It's because "racism" is an emotional trigger. It's like saying, 
"Bob is a piece of shit because he dislikes Mestizos". Now maybe you do believe that Bob is a piece of 
shit for disliking Mestizos. And that's fine. But what we can see is that the term "racist" performs the 
same function as "piece of shit", and so doesn't convey any real information, just like the phrase "piece 
of shit" doesn't convey any real information. 

More specifically, we can say that "racist" really just means "piece of shit having to do with his views 
and/or actions regarding race". 

People whose livelihoods depend on combating "racism" (shitty views on race) really will not like this 
definition. Far from being the foremost "experts on 'racism'", they are vested interests, and so are the 
least likely to give a clear definition of "racism" as I have, a definition which respects the way words 
actually work. That is, words are defined through use. 

There is no inherent meaning to a sound or series of letters, words are defined through use. And so by 
real use, we can see that "racism" really just means "shitty views regarding race" and "racist" means 
"piece of shit for his racial views". 

As you have no doubt seen, I hold some views regarding race that many disagree with, and so am 
called a piece of shit for my racial views ("racist"). And they will say that my deconstruction of 
"racism" is just a result of my self-interest. Being a vested interest, my deconstruction should just be 
dismissed so they say. 

The first thing to recognize with this is that everyone who takes a position on anything is a vested 
interest. My opponents are a vested interest just as I, and so their insistence on using "racist" as 
anything other than a slur equivalent to "piece of shit" is what you would expect, since suddenly the 
weight of their condemnations would drop considerably. 

The second thing to recognize is that the people most likely to question the meaningfulness of "racism" 



are going to be the people who are called "racists". If someone is hitting you with a hammer, and you 
try to take the hammer away, they might point out that you are a vested interest for wanting to take 
their hammer. This is true, but so are they. 

A better term would be "racial hatred", that is the hatred of another race. 
"White Supremacist" 

What is a "white supremacist"? Is it descriptive, as in describing whites as being in a status of being 
supreme? Or is it prescriptive, saying whites ought to be supreme? I will say that in my entire life, I 
have never met a single person who has called himself a white supremacist, nor have I ever heard of 
one. On the internet, there have been a handful of people who behave in an insanely hateful anti-black 
way, such as the website niggermania, but these people tend to just harbor a great malice toward 
Africans. This is hardly demanding "supreme white rule over all others". 

Chapter 12: A New Way to Look at Class War 

What is independence? Well, it's made up of two parts: in- meaning not, and dependent - meaning 
dependent. Depending on Social Security is not independence. Depending on public schools is not 
independence. Depending on a corporation, who can ruin your career with a bad reference, is not 
independence. 

If the mafia demands protection money from you, otherwise they'll smash your shop and break your 
kneecaps, makes you dependent on their mercy. If the United States Federal Government demands 
"property tax", you are dependent on the USFG upholding their bargain and letting you keep "your 
land". 

Welfare, in general, is a sign of sickness. A healthy society doesn't have welfare because it doesn't need 
welfare. Think about it: what does it mean to have welfare? It means that there is a large group of 
people who can't feed themselves. Why can't they feed themselves? Aren't there jobs? Can't they go to 
their local church and get help from their local community? Can't they perform make-work for 
someone, getting paid for more than the value of their work? No. Welfare is a band-aid, a scab. A large 
welfare system isn't something to be proud of, it's something to be ashamed of. 

It also puts the poor on a plantation. Instead of having their own means, they depend on "their betters". 
It is a sick relationship that perverts both sides. 

As we have seen, overall "regulation" in the United States has increased substantially by any measure, 
as has overall spending, funded by monetary expansion, which concentrates wealth in the hands of the 
banking cartel. 

In 1989, wealth ownership in the United States, by class, looked like this: 

0-50%: 3% of wealth 
50-90%: 29.9% 
90-99%: 37.1% 
99-100%: 30.1% 



In 2010, the wealth distribution was like this: 

0-50%: 1.1% 
50-90%: 24.3% 
90-99%: 40% 
99-100%: 34.5% 

Now I'm not some fool who thinks equality is something to be strived for. But what we're seeing is a 
CHANGE in wealth distribution. Maybe you could say the 1% have justly acquired that wealth at any 
point, but when these shares are changing, that is evidence that there are some institutional problems. 
This increased concentration of wealth is also reflected in the proportion of people employed work in 
firms with less than 500 employees: 

1988: 54.5% 
1993: 53.1% 
1998: 50.9% 
2003: 50.7% 
2008: 49.4% 

Unfortunately, the increased concentration of wealth and the increasing sea of difficulty to do anything 
in the US has been interpreted as being a result of free markets. But when one wonders what a real free 
market looks like, instead of looking at historical examples and industries today that are relatively un- 
regulated", they look at the world today, take it's worst aspects, and call that "capitalism" (a term 
coined by Karl Marx). 

Going back to the medical industry: which industry has more concentration - the traditional medical 
industry, or the veterinarian industry? The veterinarians of course. The less "regulated" one. When the 
United States economy was less "regulated", small business played a larger role in the economy, 
meaning that the means of production was controlled by more people. This trend holds for as long as 
we have data. 

The reality of free markets is not a great concentration of wealth, but of small business. In places where 
there are no licensing laws for food vendors, you get more food vendors. In places like Venice beach 
where anyone can just show up and set up a tent and start selling, you get a greater variety of things 
sold. A flea market is similar, in that the costs to set up a shop are much smaller than a traditional 
business. Small businesses are more efficient than large businesses because large businesses tend to get 
these diseases: 

- Sunk Cost Fallacy: Larger firms are more likely to chase their losses instead of cutting their losses. 

- Groupthink: When an error is repeated by the hundreds of people in the firm, and becomes orthodoxy. 
It is maddening how at universities and corporations, bad ideas are clung to because people imagine 
that someone, somewhere rigorously proved it - otherwise so many people wouldn't believe it. And so 
one ends up believing things because others believe them. 

- The Principal / Agent Problem: The people in the company being more interested in their own 
payment, average executives thinking they are entitled to millions when in reality they are easily 
replaceable, and people just plain not caring about the giant, faceless company, and being more 
interested in the funding for their department, and being cavalier about waste. 



- Anonymous Waste: People who add little value to the company are able to hide if the firm is 
sufficiently large. 

- Risk aversion: In larger companies, executive awards for success are smaller than punishment for 
failure. So rational executives will avoid risk, even if the risk would be worth it for the company as a 
whole. 

- Bureaucratization: Large firms tend to develop protocols and checklists to decide if someone is doing 
their job well instead of disinterested expert evaluation, that a small business owner does for his 
company. This is understandable, since the company is too large to see or know through observation if 
each employee is doing a good job. 

- Office Politics: Infighting to keep enemies within the company down, or wanting resources diverted 
to your department instead of looking out for the company as a whole. Office politics are credited for 
keeping a Microsoft tablet from coming to market in 2000, and for keeping Office 2013 in C++, for 
example. The cancellation of the NASA Deep Space Climate Observatory (DSCOVR) satellite, which 
NASA already spent $100 million on, is credited to office politics. 

So if large firms have all of these diseases, why do they make up such a large chunk of the US 
economy? Well for three reasons: two can be described as market reasons, and the third is regulatory. 

1. A successful small business, one with an exceptionally brilliant owner, is so successful that his 
business gets larger. As it gets larger it runs into these big business diseases and it's natural vitality is 
sapped, and the business stagnates. 

2. Large businesses benefit from an economy of scale. You know the principle of "buying in bulk". 
Well big businesses can essentially buy everything in bulk, including the inputs for a product, and thus 
have lower direct production costs - until this advantage is overtaken by the big business diseases. 

3. Regulations harm small businesses more than large businesses. In fact, a hyper-regulated economy 
actually turns the bureaucratization of big business from a weakness into a strength. Wal-Mart can hire 
a team of lawyers to write up corporate policy that abides by the laws, and then just apply that to all of 
it's stores. A small business can't afford a team of lawyers, and so it's just regular guys trying to figure 
out the law. It has even been argued that sometimes large businesses will lobby for regulations 
precisely because it drives out small business competition - but I think that's giving big business too 
much credit. I've also heard it argued that large businesses have tax advantages over small businesses, 
which may just be a function of their being better at the bureaucratic game. 

To illustrate what's happened to the United States, lets look at the Taxi industry. In 1900, you could 
arrive to New York, get a car, fix it up, hang a sign, and then you'd be a taxi. Maybe you think that's 
dangerous since the taxi could be a kidnapper. And that's true, he could be. Today a taxi medallion for 
New York costs $700,000, and that keeps the riff-raff out. No doubt taxis today are safer as a result. If 
you support that, and things like that, that's one thing, but don't get all pissy about the concentration of 
wealth that occurs by locking the working class out of ownership of the means of production. 

What I am going to do here is give a great list of examples of hyperregulation. It's one thing to point to 
increased "regulation", and show that it's leading to a concentration of wealth with statistics, but in 
order to understand the nature of the "regulatory" state, I am going to bombard you with examples. 



- Eyebrow threading in Arizona: In Arizona, eyebrow threading is a way to remove unwanted hair with 
no waxes or chemicals, and has been done without being licensed for decades. Recently, the state of 
Arizona has decided that people who have been performing eyebrow threading for their whole lives 
must takes 600 hours and pay $10,000 to get a cosmetology license, which doesn't even teach eyebrow 
threading. 

- Utah hairbraiding: In Utah, African hairbraiders have been creating African hairbraids for generations. 
Recently the State of Utah ruled that these people must get a cosmetology license, which takes 2,000 
hours to complete and costs varying amounts, in order to practice African hairbraiding, despite the 
classes not covering African hairbraiding at all. Similar laws exist in Washington DC, Ohio, Arizona, 
Mississippi, Minnesota and California. 

- El Paso vendors: In El Paso, mobile food vendors were required to keep 1000 feet away from any 
restaurant or convenience store. This does nothing to help public safety, and serves only to protect brick 
and mortar stores from competition, making it more difficult to start a food wagon. 

- Virginia dog mural: Kim Houghton, owner of "Wag More Dogs", a canine grooming and boarding 
facility, was right next to a dog park. She decided to paint the backside of her building with a mural 
with a bunch of dogs on it. Arlington city officials ruled that the mural was advertising, and said that 
Kim could not open her business unless the mural was covered. 

- Minnesota small farms: In Minnesota, it is illegal for a farmer to take produce from another state and 
sell it in a farmer's market in Minnesota. This prevents small farmers in Wisconsin - who are closer to 
be big cities in Minnesota than they are to Madison - from selling their produce efficiently. Large 
farms of course don't sell their produce at farmer's markets. 

- Louisiana florists: In Louisiana, to be florist, someone who sells flowers in arrangements, one must 
pass a florist licensing exam. 

- Bone Marrow: In the United States, it is illegal to offer compensation for bone marrow transplants. As 
a result, roughly 3,000 people die per year due to a lack of bone marrow donors. 

- Virginia yoga teaching: In Virginia it is legal to do yoga. It is legal to teach yoga. But it is illegal to 
teach people to teach yoga unless you have a license. 

- Maryland animal massage: In Maryland, one cannot be an animal massage therapist without being a 
licensed veterinarian. One can massage humans without being a doctor, however. 

- Texas horse teeth floating: In Texas, horse owner have taken care of their horses teeth for hundreds of 
years. This has recently been outlawed, and now Texas horse owners must take their horses to 
veterinarians to get expensive care from people with less experience. 

- Texas computer repair: In Texas, to repair computers, one must get a degree in criminal justice or 
serve a 3 year apprenticeship under a private investigator. 

- Washington street vendors: In San Juan, Washington, street vendors are required to pay $50 a day to 
set up a shop to sell their produce and must get the written consent of local brick and mortar 
establishments. 



- Tour guides: In Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and Washington DC it is illegal for anyone to give a tour 
of the city without a license. 

- New York vans: Hector Ricketts, in response to the poor public transportation system and expensive 
taxi system (thanks to the medallions), started a van company that would cheaply transport lower 
income people to work. New York City, from 1994 to 1997, vetoed all existing van licenses, putting 
Ricketts out of business. 

- Seattle Trash hauling: In Seattle, it is illegal to transport trash to a dump unless it is done by two 
companies granted the right to do so. 

- Wisconsin gas: In Wisconsin it is illegal to sell gas below "the market rate". 

- Going out of business license: In Milwaukee, Wisconsin, you must get a license to shut down a 
business, which includes, among other things, a $2 fee for every $1000 sold in the going out of 
business sale. 

In Michigan, a 13 year old boy earned enough money from mowing lawns to set up a hot dog stand. 
The stand was closed down due to a zoning violation, despite believing that they had attained all of the 
proper permits. 

In Oregon, a man was sent to prison for collecting rainwater on his land. In Santa Monica a man was 
imprisoned for smoking in his own house. It is illegal to sell raw milk to your neighbors in the US. In 
fact federal officials engaged in a sting operation against Amish farmers trying to sell raw milk to their 
neighbors, as had been done for hundreds of years. In Missouri girls are not allowed to sell girl scout 
cookies on their own lawn. In Denver kids aren't allowed to draw on the sidewalk with chalk. In 
Arizona a man was sent to prison for 60 days for hosting a bible study in his home. Lemonade stands 
are shut down for zoning and permit violations all over the US on a regular basis. In Florida, a 6 year 
old girl was handcuffed and sent to a mental institution for kicking, biting and screaming, and an 11 
year old boy was sent to prison and charged with a felony for bringing a plastic butterknife to school. In 
Louisiana, a church was prohibited from giving out water since they didn't have the proper permits. It is 
illegal to feed the homeless in over 50 cities. 

There are a million and one of these things, and there is no way to catalog them all. It is a death of a 
million cuts. Hopefully this puts the overall statistics "increased regulation" into perspective, what 
"regulation" really means. Misguided royalist laws forced on those who know better. 

The problem looks like this: maybe you think it would be a good idea to have all of the businesses in an 
area, and all of the shops in an area. And so you make zoning laws. But what is the unintended 
consequence? Well, a man can't start a computer repair business out of his home, and if the "regulators" 
are fanatical or brainwashed enough, they'll shut down lemonade stands and girl scout cookie stands. 
John Stossel, while certainly biased, tried to open a legal lemonade stand in New York City. He didn't 
bother to finish the process, but found that it would take a bare minimum of 65 days - and that assumes 
things like a license being delivered taking 3 weeks when it could take up to 5 weeks, and not having to 
spend any time studying for the food safety test. Granted New York City is probably an especially 
unfree part of the United States, but it should be enough to cast doubt on the international comparisons 
that claim that the time to start a business in the United States is 6 days. Heck, the minimum amount of 
time just to mail you the license in New York City is 21 days. 



When you look at the World Bank's methodology for determining that it only takes 6 days to start a 
business in the United States, here's how they come to that conclusion: 

1. Reserve the company's business name (optional), file the company's articles of organization and 
adopt the company's operating agreement 

2. Apply for federal identification number (EIN) for tax and employer purposes 

3. Register to collect State sales tax 

4. Register as an employer with the Unemployment Insurance Division of the state Department of 
Labor 

5. Arrange for workers' compensation insurance and disability insurance 

6. Arrange for publication and submit certificate and affidavits of publication 

Assuming that it really only takes one day to do each of these things, this is not including time to get 
permits or licenses - which may require you to take classes. This includes the fire department permit, 
air and water pollution permit, sign permit, county permits, health permits, state licenses, federal 
licenses, and a sales tax license. And I don't believe each of these things takes only one day, for 
whatever you think my incredulity is worth, and none of this takes into account the possibility that, for 
whatever reason, your business doesn't qualify for all of these permits and licenses, and is held up in 
getting it. Taking these into account, the 6 day estimate by the world bank seems unduly optimistic. 

While merely anecdotal, I know several people who run their own businesses, and they laugh at the 6 
day estimate as a joke of a number made by some disconnected bean counters. 

"Socialism " of a sort 

The first people to call themselves socialists were not welfareists. They were not new dealists. They 
were anarchists. They did not demand tablescraps from the aristocracy, they demanded worker control 
of the means of production. 10 acres and a mule. Freedom to make their own way... and the freedom to 
starve. Things like medicare, medicaid, income security and social security played no part in it. When 
someone else pays the bills, they OWN you. You are dependent on them. They did not want 
reparations, they did not want representation, they did not want "reform", they wanted OUT. 

Small business in the United States is the main way to socialize capital property. Not in a ham-fisted 
state plan, but in an emergent fashion. Think of it like developing the proper nerve structure in an organ 
- you don't lay down every single nerve, you seed them and create the conditions for proper nerve 
growth. With the socialization of business, you don't seize business or engage in the screaming horror 
known as "land reform", you free up the economy and let small businesses, in their full vitality, reach 
their natural proportion over time. 

In the United States, roughly 1 in 10 companies already have some form of employee ownership, and 
there are 100 companies in the US with over 1,000 employees that have majority employee ownership. 
This is as it sounds, employees own part of the company in abstraction (owning a stock "share" of the 
company). The largest of these companies are Publix Supermarkets (152,000) and Hy-Vee (60,200). 



Compare this to traditional firms Costco (92,000) and Whole Foods (58,300). Other notable majority 
employee owned firms are the John Lewis department store in Britain (38,100) and Der Spiegel. 

In farming, cooperatives are several farmers working together to pool resources for capital. The 
principle is that 8 farms can more easily raise funds for new farm equipment, which can be used by one 
farm to increase production, which makes it easier to raise funds for another, and so on. And the farms 
can also coordinate for water issues, resulting in higher production than if they acted individually. And 
so farming cooperatives allow for the economy of scale of factory farms, while retaining worker 
ownership. 

But cooperatives aren't limited to agriculture. For example, Mondragon is a worker's cooperative in 
Spain that works in finance, retail and real estate. The cooperative has 83,689 members. 

The role of the capitalist is not as a central planner, but an emergent planner. The capitalist plans the 
structure of production, attempting to satisfy the will of the consumer - which the consumer may or 
may not accurately report. Just because they say they want something, doesn't mean they'll actually buy 
it. And so the capitalist faces a difficult task. If the capitalist succeeds, he earns a profit. If he fails, he 
takes a loss. The profit or loss is the wage of the capitalist. But the capitalist doesn't have to be one 
person. The capitalist is an entity, a function that must be performed. It can be performed by an 
individual, or the entire company by committee, or a cooperative can select representatives who are 
specialists. 

Sometimes this is called a "democratically run firm", and while there are parallels, I wouldn't slander 
these firms in that way by smearing them as "democratic". First, they don't suffer from the problem of 
rational ignorance, because they are small enough that your vote matters, and the employees are 
directly interested in the policies of their representatives. It is not like politics, where the great (m)asses 
vote on platitudes and personalities. It's business. And of course the interests of the voters, i.e. the 
employees, are uniform, so you don't have voting wars. This is not to say that opinions will always be 
aligned, but the interests are. You don't have one group of people voting for things that benefit them 
and harm the other guy. And another important difference is that the jurisdiction of the elections only 
extends to the company itself, and only applies to people who have chosen to join the company, not to 
people who just so happen to be born in an arbitrary area. 

These are very important differences that allow employee-owned firms to compete with capitalist 
firms, and they are gaining ground. This isn't some hypothetical thing, these firms are out there right 
now in direct competition with traditional firms. When you have worker-owned firms, unions will be 
obsolete. Unions are confrontational, they pit employee against employer. When the employees own 
the form, the employee IS the employer. No more unions, no more strikes, higher wages and benefits, 
and no more ridiculous executive salaries and bonuses for mediocre performance. 

I should call the heavily controlled ("regulated") economy, dominated by top down hierarchical firms, 
corporatism. In all time, the US Democrat Party has received more donations from corporations than 
the US Republican Party has, so to tie corporatism to the US Republican Party is quite stupid and 
smacks of living in an echo chamber, the same echo chamber that caused the hypocritical hatred of 
George Bush. I wouldn't tie it to either party. 



Chapter 13: Meet the Classes 



- The Brahmins 

- The Brahmin lickspittles 

- The European Folk 

- The Mestizo Folk 

- The African Folk 

- East Asian, Polynesian, Native American Folk 

- Internationalist Anti-Authoritarians (IAAs) 

In the United States, ideology regarding economic and social issues are decided by the Universities, the 
Media, and Congress. Congress defines the relevant media and universities by granting or withholding 
media access or funding. The Universities define what the "upper crust" believes, since the "upper 
crust", more or less, believes whatever their professors tell them. And the media, primarily television 
nowadays, determine what expert opinion the public hears, but also what events the public hears about. 

This interplay of media-universities-congress has been called many things; "the establishment", "the 
cathedral", "the citadel". My favorite is "the triangle of shit". But I will, from here on, call it "the 
citadel". 

Ideas that originate in the citadel eventually take over the rest of the United States. Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid, Income security, "Public" schools, integrationism, openness to non-european 
immigrants, central banking, all started off as idea in the citadel, and eventually came to be believed by 
the general public. Maybe you support some of these things, most likely the 5 l and 6 th thing I 
mentioned. I'm simply stating as fact that these things, good or bad, originated in the citadel. 

The Brahmins are the people who inhabit the citadel. They are the professors, congressmen, journalists 
and pundits. They rule United States public opinion and policy. They tend to be mostly of European in 
origin, but can be of any race. Currently the Brahmins are in an odd situation. They are 
overwhelmingly European, and are a relatively insular group, but currently their ideology says to be 
racially diverse. This has led to a rather comical attempt to "diversify" their ranks while keeping 
positions available for their own group. 

Now the Brahmins don't have some giant clubhouse. They certainly don't call themselves Brahmins. If 
they call themselves anything, it would be "progressives". And before that, "liberals", and before that, 
ironically enough, "progressives". This is because the first "progressives" became unpopular with their 
fail policies, so they started calling themselves "liberals". Once "liberal" policy failed, they started 
calling themselves "progressives" again, since by the time "liberal" policies failed, the fail of the old 
"progressives" was not only forgotten, but Brahmin control of the universities ensured that the old 
"progressives" had a positive reputation. A similar phenomenon can be seen with public opinion of 
Harry Truman. Truman was roundly disliked during his second term as president (his first term was 
short since he merely replaced Roosevelt, who died in mid-term), but is now proclaimed to be one of 
the best presidents. 

In the past, you may have included corporations in the citadel. But the role of corporations is really 
limited to trying to influence congressmen with money. And given that government policies, especially 
spending levels, are basically in line with public opinion, the corporations don't appear to be very 
successful. 

Tales of all-powerful corporations come from people who vaguely recognize that there is something 
terribly wrong with the United States, but are too brainwashed by the citadel to indict the citadel, and 



have drunk too much of the red white and blue kool-aid to indict the basic democratic-republican 
system the United States operates under. So they blame big business. Big business, with their overpaid 
mediocre execs, and their ability to use regulations to their advantage, whose own employees tend to 
dislike them, who pollute the environment, are an easy scapegoat. Of course I want to see big 
hierarchical business done away with. But they're not the drivers of public opinion or policy. 

When looking for the source of the problems in the US, one shouldn't look at the institutions and 
beliefs that are disliked, but the institutions and beliefs that are supported. Democracy, anti-"racism", 
equal opportunity, "public" schools, caring for "the" children, caring for the elderly or unemployed, the 
exaltation of "education". I'm not saying that all of these things are bad, I'm simply saying that if you're 
looking for what's wrong, the first place to look would be toward what has popular support and is in 
force. In the Soviet Union, when the party claims that the economic problems in the 1980s were due to 
things other than the basic economic system of the USSR, we recognize that as stupid. When the Nazi 
party claims that the economic problems just prior to WW2 were due to undesirables, we recognize that 
as something of a joke. 

And so I view people in the United States today blaming their current ills on anything other than the 
various pillars of United States society: beliefs and institutions. To put it more bluntly, it is far more 
likely that the current opposition to "racism" in the United States is causing harm than the idea that 
corporate lobbying is causing harm. But back to the classes. 

The Brahmin lickspittles are wanna-be Brahmins. These are people who fancy themselves 
"progressives" and look down on the Folk groups and IAAs. In the past, Brahmin and Brahmin 
lickspittles whole-heartedly supported non-european Folk movements, but are finally starting to be 
consistent in their denunciation of a term they popularized: "racism". But still, Brahmins and their 
lickspittles harbor a special hatred for European Folk first and foremost. They tend to view IAAs as 
idealistic but naive. 

The largest group of lickspittles are college kids. These are kids who haven't spent enough time in 
productive labor to figure out that what they were told by the Brahmins was asswrong. They're not only 
spectacularly stupid, but are far more militant than genuine Brahmins. Genuine Brahmins tend to have 
at least some of the humility that comes from genuine knowledge, and often secretly know the 
weaknesses of their ideology (singular). You will never convince a lickspittle of anything, because the 
lickspittle will just imagine that the real Brahmins have an answer for whatever you said. It is possible 
to convince a Brahmin of something, since the Brahmin doesn't have any imaginary omniscient 
Brahmins above him, but still difficult because real Brahmins also suffer from a superiority complex 
(though not to the degree that a lickspittle does). A great example of Brahmin lickspittles would be the 
youtube atheists. 

Internationalist Anti-Authoritarians, or IAAs, are the most apolitical group. If they are political, they 
tend to be US libertarians, libertarian socialists / anarchists, or moderate democrats who get a bit 
squeamish when the authoritarian and imperious nature of the Brahmins are revealed to them. They're 
fairly moderate on social issues. By race, they are largely european, but disproportionately mestizo and 
east asian. 

There are very few communists aside from kids going through a phase, since Brahmins and their 
lickspittles' orthodoxy doesn't support communism, and communism is now seen as an authoritarian 
movement, thus the IAAs are also anti-communist. 



The Folk groups are just that. All Folk groups besides the European Folk are explicitly racial, though 
not often separatist. By this I mean they will reference the well being of the "hispanic" (codeword for 
Mestizo) community, the African community, and the various other Folk communities, but never the 
European- American community. I have never heard it asked how a law will specifically impact the 
European- American community. 

We are supposed to not care about the European-American Folk, because, after all, all of the positions 
of power are dominated by Europeans. While this is true, they aren't dominated by European Folk. For 
example, should I, as someone who is first and foremost concerned about the interests of European- 
Americans, be glad that people like Tim Wise, Bill Maher, Rachael Maddow and Chris Matthews hold 
the influence they do, just because they are of European ancestry? Of course not. 

While the non-European Folk movements are much stronger than the European Folk movement, which 
manages merely to form about half of the Republican Party, and whose explicitly racial organizations 
are rendered impotent, whereas explicitly racial African organizations are not only accepted, but 
sometimes given center stage by the Brahmins, these Folk movements are completely at the mercy of 
the Brahmins. The Brahmins could destroy them at any time. This is because the Brahmins can pit the 
Folk against each other. By attacking European "racism", they are sure to enlist the Africans and 
Mestizos on their side, along with many European Folk obsessed with showing just how "NOT 
RACIST" they are. Similarly, they could, and have on occasion, attacked African racial outfits, and the 
European Folk stupidly pile on, eager to be on the "NOT RACIST" side of a conflict for once. 

The university system is the weakest side of the citadel. This is because people in universities spend a 
terrific amount of time on a specific subject. And you will find a professor who studies lynchings and 
recognizes that the reality was more complicated that the citadel pop-up book explanation of lynchings. 
Or a professor who studies the great depression who realizes that it's more complicated than the citadel 
pop-up book explanation that's taught in high schools. But usually, their recognition of the cracks in the 
citadel are limited to their narrow field of study. And certainly the universities do a better job at 
screening out basic factual errors than anyone else. 

And so despite the universities in general being an strong supporter of the citadel and citadel ideology, 
we can still use university papers (as you have no doubt noticed) to open wedges in the citadel, often to 
the horror of the very authors of those papers. 

Chapter 14: A New Perspective on Race Conflict in the 
United States 

Number of African Slaves sent to: 

United States and Canada: 500,000 
Brazil: 4,000,000 
Spanish Empire: 2,500,000 
British West Indies: 2,000,000 
French West Indies: 1,600,00 
British North America: 500,000 
Dutch West Indies: 500,000 
Danish West Indies: 28,000 



Europe: 200,000 

Total for the Americas (The Atlantic Slave Trade): -11,328,000 



Number of African Slaves sent to the Middle East (The Indian Ocean Slave Trade): -17,000,000 

Europeans enslaved by the Barbary States: 1,250,000 

Number of slaves within West Africa from 1500 to 1800: -99 million 

The estimate for the number of slaves in West Africa comes from the size of population, the estimated 
proportions enslaved, and the size of the generation. I assume a generation size of 20 years, and an 
average population over this period of 20 million, and an enslavement rate of 1/3. The enslavement rate 
is in all liklihood an underestimate, since there is not a single historical account of any region or state in 
West Africa that estimated that less than 1/3 of the population was enslaved, though there are some 
which estimate higher proportions. And so this estimate gives us an idea to what extent the within - 
Africa slave trade dwarfed the out of Africa slave trade. 

More people of european descent were enslaved by the barbary pirates than africans were enslaved by 
european-americans. More than half of the Atlantic Slave Trade was engaged in by the Spanish and 
Brazilians. Interestingly enough, the British actually enslaved more Africans than the United States and 
Canada did. 

What's also interesting is that the middle east doesn't have a large african population in their cities. And 
they aren't wracked with a great collective guilt, nor do they have an organized anti-Arab Folk 
movement like the United States has an anti-European Folk movement. 

The reason for this is that the Arabs worked their slaves to death and did not allow them to reproduce. 
In the United States, there were laws protecting the well-being of the slaves. Even during the middle 
passage, only about 15% of the negro cargo died, whereas between 20% and 25% of the white crew 
died. This makes sense, since money was to be made on the slaves. The white crew were usually 
impressed, i.e. forced to serve. 

The story of slavery in the United States actually begins in Britain with the enclosure acts. Now there 
was no set date to when the enclosure movement began or ended, since it was all done at the local 
government level. What the enclosure movement did was privatize common land. Common land that 
had been used by common Britons to provide for their sustinence. When this land was closed off and 
given to landed elites, these formerly self-sufficient Yeomen became paupers. 

Between 1700 and 1845, there were 32 million acres of land usable for agriculture in England. During 
this period, 7,572,664 acres were enclosed, i.e. taken out of common use. Now by common use, people 
would go into common land and start farming. 

The average farm size was roughly 12 acres, and the average family size in England over this time 
period was about 5. And so we can estimate that the enclosure acts displaced 631,055 families, which 
amounts to 3,155,276 people. England's population was 10.943 million in the year 1801, but went up to 
26.709 million by 1841. Add this to the 3.155 million people disposessed of their land, and we must 
ask the question: what were these people going to do? Now up to the year 1849, only 573,00 people 
from Britain emigrated to the Americas. 

So over the period of 1700 to 1845, these people needed to make a living somehow. Only about 
557,000 went to the american colonies. Industry and factories provided some jobs, of an indeterminate 



amount, but not enough to employ all who needed employment. And so there was a class of paupers in 
Britain of indeterminate size. If I had to estimate, I would estimate this class of paupers was roughly 5 
million in the year 1840, 2 million in the year 1800, and 1 million in the year 1700. 

Whatever the figure is, contemporary writers wrote of an England teeming with paupers, and 
improverished and unemployed children recieving various degrees of charity and living in orphanages. 
Children employed as house servants, used as chimney cleaners where they developed all sorts of lung 
problems. And the general tenor is that these children were not treated very nicely and were very much 
disliked. Unfortunately there is no data for any of this, only the accounts of writers meticulously 
collected in the book "THEY WERE WHITE AND THEY WERE SLAVES" by Michael A. Hoffman 

n. 

If you have downloaded the torrent of this presentation, included in the appendix will be an audiobook 
of that. From the book one can develop a gestalt of the situation of the time. 

In Britain there was a known practice of "spiriting away" paupers. This practice was technically illegal, 
but it was rarely enforced. 

They would be sent to the colonies as slaves, yes, slaves, or be gang-pressed to serve on ships. So what 
kind of numbers are we talking about? Well the numbers for naval impressment are more clear, because 
we have actual data on Royal Navy recruitment over the years 1736 to 1783. Over this period, about 
485,839 people were recruited. 47% were volunteers, 29% volunteered immediately upon threat of 
impressment, and 24% were formally impressed. 

If you volunteered you got some bonuses, which is why many volunteered as soon as the press-gang 
came up to them. This breaks down into: 

True Volunteers 228,334 
"Volunteers" 140,893 
Formally Impressed 116,601 

The mortality rate for the Royal Navy was roughly 14%, about the same as being on a slave ship. 

As for the number of white slaves, the data is sparse, but we can set minimums because we know how 
many white slaves were sent to Barbados, Jamaica and the Leeward Islands. That number is 34,000, 
and they were worked to death. 

Charles Dickens in his book "Bleak House", has a chapter entitled "Telescopic Philanthropy", where he 
describes Mrs. Jellyby who is obsessed with the well-being of Africa, in sending money to Africa to 
help the poor people in Africa. Meanwhile, in her very own house, there are pauper children running 
around, coughing, getting cuts untreated, and in bed their teeth chattering from the cold. 

Mrs. Jellyby is indifferent to the plight of the white house servants. Dickens writes, "We passed several 
more children on the way up, whom it was difficult to avoid treading on in the dark; and as we came 
into Mrs. Jellyby's presence, one of the poor little things fell downstairs— down a whole flight (as it 
sounded to me), with a great noise. 

Mrs. Jellyby, whose face reflected none of the uneasiness which we could not help showing in our own 
faces as the dear child's head recorded its passage with a bump on every stair-Richard afterwards said 



he counted seven, besides one for the landing— received us with perfect equanimity. She was a pretty, 
very diminutive, plump woman of from forty to fifty, with handsome eyes, though they had a curious 
habit of seeming to look a long way off. As if— I am quoting Richard again— they could see nothing 
nearer than Africa!" 

In the course of an 1855 journey up the Alabama River on the steamboat Fashion, Frederic Law 
Olmsted, the landscape architect who designed New York's Central Park, observed bales of cotton 
being thrown from a considerable height into a cargo ship's hold. The men tossing the bales somewhat 
recklessly into the hold were negroes, the men in the hold were Irish. Olmsted inquired about this to a 
mate on the ship. 'Oh, said the mate, 'the niggers are worth too much to be risked here; if the paddies 
are knocked overboard or get their backs broke, nobody loses anything." 

More from Michael Hoffman's book: 

"Gangs of Irish immigrants worked ditching and draining plantations, building levees and sometimes 
clearing land because of the danger to valuable (negro) slave property ...George Templeton Strong, a 
Whig patrician diarist... considered Irish workmen at his home to have had 'prehensile paws' rather 
than hands. He denounced the 'Celtic beast'... Irish youths... were sometimes called 'Irish slaves' and 
more frequently 'bound boys'..." 

"Throughout the South the slaves of many of the larger planters lived in a society of blacks and well-to- 
do whites and were encouraged to view even respectable laboring Whites with disdain... " 

Ella Kelly, who had been a slave in South Carolina: 

"...You know, boss, dese days dere is three kind of people. Lowest down is a layer of white folks, 
then in de middle is a layer of colored folks, and on top is de cream, a layer of good white folks..." 

The Brahmins, perhaps? 

"The slaves noticed their masters sense of superiority toward marginal farmers as well as toward 
poor whites and, by associating themselves with 'de quality white folks,' strengthened their 
selfesteem..." 

"...a slave... expressed no surprise that his master, who was Big Buckra, never associated with 
white trash. And Rosa Starke, who had been owned by a big planter in South Carolina, reported that 
poor whites had to use the kitchen door when they went up to the Big House. Her mistress 'had a 
grand manner; no patience with poor white folks.' " 

"Theophilus Fisk, a Connecticut publisher and Jackson Democrat is ranked as one of the major leaders 
of the early U.S. labor movement. Fisk denounced wealthy White campaigners for negro rights and in 
1836 gave what has been described as a "fierce anti abolitionist speech" in South Carolina. Fisk's anger 
derived from his observation that White slavery had been ignored. Fisk "found that America's slaves 
had 'pale faces' and as abolitionism grew in Boston, called for an end to indulging sympathies for 
Blacks in the South and for 'immediate emancipation of the White (factory) slaves of the North." 

19th century factory worker William Dodd stated, "Petition after petition has been sent to the two 
houses of Parliament, to the prime minister, and to the Queen, concerning this unfortunate class of 
British subjects, but without effect. Had they only been black instead of white, their case would have 



been taken into consideration long ago." 



The Rev. Charles Edwards Lester, the great-grandson of the Puritan theologian Jonathan Edwards, and 
later the American Consul in Italy, stated that if he had a choice between having his children born negro 
slaves in the South or poor people in England, he would choose the former: "I would sooner see the 
children of my love born to the heritage of Southern slavery than to see them subjected to the blighting 
bondage of the poor English operative's life." 

"Ruth Holland, commenting on the participation of New England factory owners in the cause of 
abolitionism and rights for negroes in the south, observed, "It's a little difficult to believe that northern 
mill owners, who were mercilessly abusing (White) children for profit, felt such pure moral indignation 
at (negro) slavery." 

"John Randolph of Roanoke, traveling in England and Ireland with his black manservant Johnny, wrote 
to a friend back home: 'Much as I was prepared to see misery in the south of Ireland, I was utterly 
shocked at the condition of the poor peasantry between Limmerick and Dublin. Why sir, John never 
felt so proud of being a Virginia slave. He looked with horror upon the mud hovels and miserable food 
of the white slaves, and I had no fear of his running away." 

Cherry picked quotations? These quotes certainly paint a different picture of the past than the history 
you were probably taught. I would submit that they paint a picture of the past similar to the world 
today. 

In his book "A Renegade History of the United States", Thaddeus Russel Writes: 

"a majority of [the 2,300] ex-slaves who offered an evaluation of slavery [to interviewers from the 
Federal Writers' Project in the mid-1930s] — field hands and house slaves, men and women — had a 
positive view of the institution, and many unabashedly wished to return to their slave days." 

As Russell sees it, the ex-slaves looked back on their days as chattels so nostalgically because they felt 
they had greater "freedom" as slaves than they later enjoyed after slavery had been abolished. He 
quotes the testimony of one former slave who told a Federal Writers' Project interviewer in 1937 that he 
had worked harder since the abolition of slavery than he had ever worked on the plantation and that on 
the plantation he knew that Master would take care of him and provide him with food and warm 
clothing and warm housing in the winter months. 

Nobody is defending slavery. Those days are over, and they're not coming back any time soon. What's 
being debated is "compared to what?" It was a hard and terrible world back then. 

One can speak of flogging of slaves. But whites in the army and navy were flogged for disobedience, 
and conscription in the military - US, British, Frence, Prussian, Russian - was never voluntary. 

One can speak of white slave masters sleeping with the black women. I can speak of Noblity raping 
peasantry. Of course there are myths about "Primae Noctis" (right of first lie) that the nobility had the 
right to have sex with the married woman first, and "Droit du seigneur", which is the idea that the 
nobility had a legal right to rape a peasant woman. But where did these myths come from? I believe 
they came from the same place stories of Brahmin slave owners raping their black slaves came from: 
truth. Truth then exaggerated. 



Think for a moment - the life of a serf compared to the life of a black slave. Well, both groups work so 
long as there is sun out. Both groups give all of their labor surplus to their lord / master. Both can be 
beaten for disobedience. The slave is owned by the master and not allowed to leave, the serf is tied to 
the land and not allowed to leave. There is substantial anecdotal evidence of lords / masters raping the 
serfs / peasants. The difference is that Africans are genetically distant enough from their white masters 
that we can estimate the amount of raping that went on, whereas european peasants were of the same 
race as their lords and so we can't quantify it. The lords developed tall tales that their right to rule came 
from god, the masters developed tall tales that their right to rule came from the "innate slaveishness of 
the negro" and / or tortured interpretations of the bible. The qualitative parallels jump out at you. 

If this is representative, then a good way to keep your black slaves from running away was to show 
them the standard of living of whites who weren't nobles (Brahmins). 

We know how the Brahmins are today in their views on race. In order to qualify for Bill Gates' 
charities, you must be anything but European by race. In the paper entitled "The Opportunity Cost of 
Admissions at Elite Universities", Thomas Epinshade and Chang Chung argue that being these things 
constitute this much of an SAT advantage at 3 Ivy League universities on the 1600 point SAT compared 
to regular Europeans: 

Black: +230 SAT points 
"Hispanic": +185 
"Asian": -50 
Recruited Athlete: +200 
Legacy: +160 

In my opinion, "legacy" is code for "Brahmin". 

If you just looked at the racial composition of elite universities, you may be lulled into thinking that 
people of european descent have nothing to worry about. But if you break down the "Caucasian" group, 
the data becomes more ominous. At Harvard in 2004, this was the racial and ethnic composition: 

Jewish Europeans: 30% 
Gentile Europeans: 35% 
"Asians": 17% 
Africans: 8% 
"Hispanics": 8% 
Natives: 1% 

If you divide their percentage at Harvard by their percentage of the population, you can see a group's 
representation rate - that tells us how likely an individual of any given group is to be at Harvard 
compared to the other groups: 

Jewish European: 16.75 
Gentile Europeans: 0.53 
"Asians": 4.31 
Africans: 0.68 
"Hispanics": 0.57 
Natives: 0.89 



In 2004, these were the average SAT scores by race: 

Whites: 1068 
Blacks: 864 

"Hispanics" (unweighted average of Mexian, Peurto Rican and Other "Hispanics"): 915 
"Asians" and Pacific Islanders: 1091 
Native Americans: 982 

If universities were required by law to admit students in proportion to their population, then (at least at 
Harvard, which I presume is representative of the top 50 universities in the United States) non-Jewish 
Europeans would be the biggest benefactors. Blacks and "Hispanics" would also benefit. And the 
biggest losers would be the Jews - IF the universities made sure to distinguish european from non- 
european jews. 

But now we must ask another question: of the non- Jewish whites who were admitted, how many of 
them could we classify as "European Folk"? How many of them are non- Jewish Brahmin legacies, who 
as we know have almost as much of an admissions advantage as the "Hispanics"? I don't know, but I 
would suspect that the European Folk proportion of Harvard is less than 5%. A tacit assumption in this 
analysis is that all Jews at Harvard are Brahmins, which I think is true enough to act as if it is 100% 
true. 

What about income? Maybe universities are biased against European Folk because European Folk are 
at such an "institutional advantage" in the marketplace that Universities seek to correct? Well I would 
look at some data from the 1996 National Longitudinal Survey of youth, where they have Race, IQ and 
income data. So we can see how much the average person for each race earns for a given IQ: 

Top 2% 

Jews: 55.5k 
Whites: 43k 
Blacks: 53.5k 
Mestizos: 45.5k 

90-97 th percentile: 

Jews: 44k 
Whites: 41.5k 
Blacks: 50k 
Mestizos: 42.5k 

75th-89 th percentile: 

Jews: 39k 
Whites: 34k 
Blacks: 42.5k 
Mestizos: 42k 

50th-74 th percentile: 



Jews: 33.5k 
Whites: 32k 
Blacks: 30k 
Mestizos: 34k 

25 th -49 th percentile: 

Jews: - 
Whites: 25k 
Blacks: 24k 
Mestizos: 30k 

Bottom 24%: 

Jews: - 
Whites: 20k 
Blacks: 17.5k 
Mestizos: 22.5k 

This is from 1996, and it includes income from investments (the amount someone has in investments is 
sometimes just called "wealth"). Before you come in and say "IQ is bullshit", I'd recommend you be 
consistent and stop pointing out that "conservatives" (which is just a code for European Folk) have 
lower IQs than "progressives" (Brahmins + lickspittles). 

According to the paper "Whites See Racism as a Zero-Sum Game That They Are Now Losing", Whites 
see racism as a zero-sum game that they are now losing. Moreover, whites at this point see themselves 
as facing more discrimination than blacks. And whites have come to this conclusion despite being told 
precisely the opposite in the schools and universities. 

The idea behind racial preferences and quotas is to "control for past iniquities". When will the effect of 
these iniquities be eliminated? Why when there are equal outcomes! The problem is that this means 
that if blacks and mestizos just laze around and not achieve anything, then that is evidence of "the 
effects of past iniquities" and can be used to justify more racial quotas. 

It's not that Brahmins have some meeting where they decide on policy. They just DO this. Their ability 
to self-organize and relative lack of infighting is so impressive that many conspiracy theorists have 
imagined that "The Citadel" is being organized by secret societies - Rothschild, Bilderburg, Illuminati, 
New World Order - or whatever. 

My focus is of course on the way Brahmins attack European Folk. There are also ways in which the 
Brahmin attack African and Mestizo Folk, but they can speak for themselves. My interest is first and 
foremost for the well being of my people, the European Folk. The well being of Africans and Mestizos 
comes in at a distant second, and I wish positive harm upon the Brahmins and their lickspittles. 

Why Africans and Mestizos feel racially attacked 

The United States today has the college cult and markets with artificially high barriers to entry. The 
high barriers to entry results in uncompetitive business practices not being broken up. For example, 
requiring employees have a degree instead of develop better screening methods. 



The college cult comes from signaling. If you go to college, an employer recognizes you as someone 
who went to college. Unless you have a STEM (science, technology, engineering, math) degree, and 
arguably even then, you are not increasing your actual productive value. A degree in history will not 
make you a better employee, it just shows that you can get a history degree. 

And so the non-STEM degrees can be seen like a little badge that you have that others don't. Bryan 
Caplan analogized this to standing up at a concert to get a better view. And so for everyone to get a 
better view, we should all stand up right? No, now we get the same view, but now everyone has to 
stand up. 

Same with college for most people. And so people go to college, which doesn't add value but is simply 
a requirement, to get a job that in the past didn't require college and in reality doesn't require college. It 
is a social requirement. A phony requirement. 

Once at work, employees work in an uncompetitive framework, facing bureaucracy both from within 
the bloated, privileged corporation and from government regulations. And they have to put up with crap 
like the human resources stazi and bosses taking credit for your achievements, along with two-faced 
coworkers writing performance reviews. 

Or if you're poorer, you have to deal with the cops harassing and humiliating you for just trying to rest 
or find a job. As though they're the new mandarins, as if what they do is right and you're just some trash 
that needs to be bashed into line. 

And everyone faces this crap. White, Black, Brown. Everyone is being held down, everyone is working 
below their potential in this sick, degenerate world, whose architects are the Brahmins and whoever 
voted for them (which is tragically the Africans and Mestizos). But Africans and Mestizos have a 
narrative of racial oppression. And so when the boss takes credit for their idea, "it's because I'm black". 
If the cops hassle them, "It's because I'm Mestizo". 

Poor whites don't have this racial consciousness. And so when poor whites get stomped on, they blame 
something else. Sometimes they'll blame the Africans and Mestizos (which is called "racism"), but 
more often they'll blame Washington, the press, and the Universities. 

African and Mestizo folk get some affirmative action. But these are as scraps compared to the informal 
network of the Brahmins. European Folk don't even get those scraps. And it is understandable the rage 
of the European Folk against the Africans and Mestizos for the affirmative action scraps they get, but it 
is missing the prime cause of our misfortune. These scraps given to the Mestizos and Africans serve to 
pit the Folk against each other on racial lines. It doesn't substantially help the Mestizos or Africans, it 
just enrages the European Folk, pitting the races against each other, instead of the races unifying 
against their common enemy: the Brahmins and their Citadel. 

The Lynching Myth 

From Richard M. Perloff, Professor of Communication Cleveland State University: 

"Approximately 4,742 individuals were lynched between 1882 and 1968; of the victims, 3,445 or 73 
percent were Black." 



Now if we recognize that lynching was a way violent crime was dealt with in rural southern areas, we 
can compare this to violent crime by race in the US today: 

There were 16,277 perpetrators of murder and non-negligible homicide reported by law enforcement 
agencies to the FBI in 2008. Out of the 11,557 cases in which the race of the perpetrator is known 
(71%), 5,941 were black, making up 51.4% of the known perpetrators. 

There were 2,487 arrests for rape in the US 2008. 801, or 32.2% of the perpetrators were black (65.2% 
were "white", though this statistic is useless since mexicans are lumped in with whites). 

There were 42,779 arrests for assault in the US in 2008. 14,630, or 34.2% of the perpetrators were 
black (63.3% were "white", again worthless since mexicans are lumped in the stats). 

Blacks made up 21,372 of the 56,823 violent crimes (excluding robbery) in 2008, or 37.6% in the US 
in total. In 2006, blacks made up 13.5% of the US population. 

So presuming that in the states in which lynchings occurred, the racial demographics were identical to 
what they are now in the US as a whole, we should expect about 35% to 39% of the lynchings to have 
involved black people. 

But: 

1. There were more blacks as a percentage of the populations in the states which had lynchings. If there 
were twice as many blacks as a percentage of the population, then something close to 70% would make 
sense. 

2. There were also few hispanics between 1882 and 1968 in "the south", which means that the "whites" 
really were what we would consider whites today, and so the "white" violent crime rate wasn't inflated 
by hispanics. 

For this reason, I do not believe blacks were systematically targeted by lynch mobs any more than the 
current legal system systematically targets blacks. That is, the lynch mobs discriminated based on race 
no more than the current legal system does. 

This could mean that: 

1 . The lynch mobs targeting of blacks for being black is hysteria fueled by a few anecdotes of lynching 
a black man for whistling at a white woman, or 

2. That the current legal system is systematically racist, or 

3. A mix of both. That is, the lynch mobs and the current legal system are systematically racist, but 
blacks also happen to be more prone to violence. Blacks may be more prone to violence, which is 
WHY police specifically target blacks. 

The lynching myth is a story used by the Brahmins do demonize European Folk, and to pit European 
and African Folk against each other. In reality, there is no evidence that the lynchings were any more 
racially biased than the current legal system. To even put lynchings and slavery, a crime committed by 
the Brahmins of their day, on the same level as the sporadic lynchings of hillbillies, is to completely 



lose all sense of proportion. 

Chapter 15: The Sociological Reality of Race 

There are those who would rather just not think about race. Well, whether you think about it or not, 
race is thinking about you. You will deal with race, you will deal with racial nationalism, you will deal 
with racial conflict. Nationalism is inevitable. Currently there exist open expressions of black racialism 
and mestizo racialism. 

If you want to know who is in power, just ask who you are allowed to criticize. Can you criticize 
Mestizos and Africans on a racial collective basis? With hazard, yes. Can you criticize Jews? 
Absolutely not. Can you criticize white people? Yes, and lower-class whites especially. 

Walking around with buck teeth and making jokes about fucking your sister is fine and in good fun. 
Walking around in blackface and saying "yes massa" is not. "White trash" is fine, but "black trash" 
isn't even considered. In Hawaii, there is an informal tradition known as "Kill a Haole Day", which is 
where the Hawaiian majority goes around beating up Europeans at the last day of school. Imagine if 
Europeans did such a thing. The response would be completely predictable; it would be evidence of the 
persistent, informal "racism" and "white supremacy" that exists in the United States. The silence of the 
Universities and Media regarding Kill a Haole Day is deafening. 

The attacks on European-Americans are similar in nature to the attacks on Jews in Europe and the Arab 
world. In both instances, a mythical "privilege" is constructed, and because of this "privilege", their 
achievements are devalued and attacks on them sanctioned. 

Now if you believe I have some "white privilege", TAKE IT. I don't want whatever "privilege" you 
claim I have. The only "privilege" I know is a weapon that is used against me and my race. That's all 
"white privilege" means to me, sophisticated lies to attack white people. That's all "social justice" 
means to me, ever escalating attacks on whites justified in the most bizarre fashion. 

Currently there are black countries on the planet that are explicitly pro-black. I would rather have just 
one, JUST ONE, explicitly pro-white country than all of the "privilege" I supposedly have. Throw the 
United States, or whatever "control" I supposedly have over it in the trash. I don't want representation, I 
don't want reparations, I WANT OUT. 

Chapter 16: The Races 

The Races 

Throughout this book I have spoken of races as a social category, as a political reality, though not 
necessarily a biological reality. 

So first, what is race? Well race is a social construct. So is gender. Gender is the social label, and sex is 
the biological category. Race is the social label, and haplotype is the biological category. Now we know 
that social gender label corresponds to sex at around 99%, how much does race correspond to 
haploype? 



Well in the study "Genetic Structure, Self-Identified Race/Ethnicity, and Confounding in Case-Control 
Association Studies", led by Neil Risch, they found that self identified race corresponded with genetic 
cluster at over 99.9% within a group of self -identified Caucasians, africans, hispanics and east asians in 
the United States. What surprised me was just how well the hispanics clustered, given that the average 
admixture of an hispanic in the US is about 60% european, 35% american and 5% african. 

Best-fit genetic cluster 
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Other Mixed 
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2 
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This contradicts what is widely known among population geneticists as "Lewontin's Fallacy". 
Lewontin's Fallacy argues that at the individual gene level, there is more variation within races than 
between. Roughly speaking, 85% of the variation is within-race, 15% between-race (though Europeans 
are nearer the midpoint, and so on average are closer to all races than any other race). Thus, if you take 
a random European and a random African, if you are African, you have a 57.5% chance of being more 
related to the African, and a 42.5% chance of being more related to a European. And more importantly, 
Lewontin's Fallacy states that you are probably closer to the genetic composition of the average 
European than you are to any individual African. None of these things are true. 

Lewontin's Fallacy seems to contradict the Risch study. How can the races cluster so well if there is 
more variation within races than between them? Well because there is more variation within than 
between races at the gene-by gene level, but not at the aggregate level. Lets imagine on a single gene 
there is an A variant and a B variant. Europeans have 60% A variant and 40% B variant, while Africans 
people have 60% B variant and 40% A variant. If you tried to classify blacks and whites just based on 
this one gene, you would be correct only 60% of the time. This is because you would classify everyone 
with the A variant as European, and anyone with the B variant as African. Since 40% of Europeans 
have the B variant, and 40% of Africans have the A variant, 40% of both groups will be 
"misclassified". 

However, lets say there are 100 genes like this. It is possible that a European could still be classified as 
an African with the aggregation of 100 genes is used, but it becomes much less likely. When classified 
on the basis of one gene, there's a 40% chance of a misclassification. 

If you categorized using 100 genes like this, then your "correct" classification rate will rise to 97.3%. 
Meaning that 97.3% of Africans would have at least 51 out of 100 gene variants predominantly found 



in Africans, ditto for Europeans. 



If you have 1000 genes like this, then you will have a virtually 100% "correct" classification rate. 
Meaning that virtually 100% of Europeans would have at least 501 out of 1000 gene variants 
predominantly found in Europeans, ditto for Africans. 

In the move "Race: The Power of an Illusion", they gave students a genetic test which tested for a very 
small number of genes, which of course had a high miscategorization rate, and used this to prop up the 
myth of "the human race". 

Of course not all genes are like this, and they're not all racial inverses, but this is just to illustrate the 
principle that in terms of whole structure, people of the same race are almost always going to be more 
similar to each other than to someone of another race. Not only is Lewontin's Fallacy counter-intuitive, 
it is wrong. On any specific gene level, there is more variation wthin races than between, but in terms 
of whole, aggregate structure, this is not true, and a random African is much closer to a random African 
than he is to the typical European. 

The "populations" used by population geneticists are basically the classical races used by the old 
scientific racialists. They're called a different name, and they are delinated by genetic data, not 
superficial categorization, but they basically comprise the same people. 

When someone says race is not a "scientific category", they are revealing their ignorance. Categories 
are what science works with. In order to say that a cat behaves differently than a dog in a given 
environment, you must first classify the cat and the dog. Categories precede science, categories are the 
things you do science with. You cannot perform science prior to categorizing that which you are doing 
science with. And so categorization is not scientific, nor is it unscientific / anti-scientific, it is NON- 
scientific. Yes, racial categories aren't scientific, because taxonomy is non-scientific. 

Next lets compare human racial distances to the distances between widely accepted breeds of 
chimpanzees, gorillas and orangutans, and some extinct races - homo erectus and neanderthals. The 
number I will be using is Fst, or the fixation index. Fst refers to the variance between two populations 
and the proportion of the total variance within both populations. For example, an Fst of .15 would mean 
that 15% of the variance is between groups, 85% is within the groups gene-by-gene. 



Europeans - Africans 0. 166 

Europeans - Pacific Islanders 0.135 
Europeans - Australians 0. 135 
Europeans - Southeast Asians 0.124 
Europeans - Americans 0. 104 
Europeans - Northeast Asians 0.094 
Europeans - Arctic Americans 0.075 



Central Chimpanzee - Western Chimpanzee 0.29 
Central Chimpanzee - Eastern Chimpanzee 0.09 
Western Chimpanzee - Eastern Chimpanzee 0.20 

Sumatran Orangutans - Bornean Orangutans 0.28 



Sapiens - Homo Erectus 0.17 



Sapiens - Neanderthals 0.08 



Sapiens - Chimpanzees 0.89 
Sapiens - Gorillas 0.92 
Sapiens - Orangutans 0.94 

Family relations: 

Parent-Offspring / siblings: 0.5 (relative to background relatedness set to 0) 
Aunt/Uncle/Niece/Nephew : 0 . 25 
1 st Cousin: 0.125 

Fst measurements are just about at the limits of their usefulness when you start comparing sapiens to 
Orangutans. When looking at Orangutans and Sapiens, 94% of the variation is between the groups 
being compared, 6% within. If you were to compare Sapiens to Jellyfish, you'd get a number like 
0.9999999999, because Fst will never in practice reach 1. Fst is useful for comparing breeds within a 
species, like breeds of wolves, humans, foxes, gorillas, etc. It's not useful when looking at the distance 
between humans and chimpanzees. 

To do that we should look at the total number of alleles that differ between populations. Fst is just a 
ratio between the variation within a population compared to the variation between populations, and so 
the European-American distance means that the distance between the groups is 10.4% as large as the 
variation within groups at the gene-by-gene level. 

However, as a raw percentage, the English sample from Nei and Reychoudhury differs from the 
Nigerian sample on 0.133% of alleles. All humans aggregated, differ from all chimps aggregated, on 
1.6% of all alleles. 

So what this means is that the distance between the English population and the Nigerian population in 
the study was 1/12* the distance between the average of all humans and the average of chimpanzees. 
Now 12 times is a big difference, but it's not inconceivably large. This distance between human and 
chimpanzee can be seen as a multiple of the distances between the various races of humans. Nigerians 
and Australians differ on 0.176% of all alleles, so that would be 1/9. 1 th the distance between humans 
and all chimps. 

Would the idea of being mixed out of existence by chimpanzees offend you? If so, why not by a 
population 1/1 2 th as different? 

Homo Sapiens and Neanderthals are considered by some to be different species. And homo erectus is 
widely considered a different species, even though sapiens bred with both. The reason they are so 
nonchalantly called different species is because Neanderthals don't exist today to be offended. If you 
look at estimates for how Neanderthals looked with their soft tissue, compare that to a Caucasian, and 
then compare an African to a Neanderthal to a Caucasian, I couldn't tell you which "seemed" more 
distant from the others; if the European was more or less close to the Neanderthal, or the African more 
or less close to the Caucasian, or what. 

I've heard some point to the fact that Neanderthals were uniquely short and stocky compared to 
Sapiens, but were so bulky that they actually weighed more. And my response to that is "so what?". 
Pygmies are not only incredibly short, but tiny by weight as well. Do we call them a different species? 
Yes? No? All races of man can interbreed with Pygmies, and Europeans interbred with Neanderthals. 



Next lets compare the racial Fst distances to the kinship coefficients of family members. The kinship 
coefficient tells you how much closer you are to your own family member than you are to a random 
member of the background population: 

Child-parent: 0.5 
Siblings: 0.5 

Aunt /Uncle/Niece/Nephew: 0.25 
1 st Cousin: 0.125 

And so what this means is that the genetic distance between Europeans and Africans is greater than the 
closeness with your cousin. In relation to Africans, Pacific Islanders, Australians, Southeast Asians and 
Native Americans, a European is basically like a cousin to another European. 

If I were to tell you a certain trait "ran in the family", would you get all bent out of shape and call me a 
"familyist"? 

And if I were to treat my BIOLOGICAL family better, and provide employment and financial support 
for my family over and above more qualified and more deserving non-family, would you scream 
bloody murder? 

And would this preferential treatment of family members mean that I harbor some deep-seated hatred 
of other families? 

Racial nationalism can be seen as a form of "macro-nepotism". Family preferences on a broader, 
shallower scale. 

These racial genetic differences, roughly equivalent to the genetic differences between families of the 
same race, also produce, observable quantifiable differences in every organ in the body. Given that 
most won't be too interested in all of these things, I'll just point to my sources, which compile race 
differences is these organs of body, all found with just a couple of hours of google searches: 

Muscle mass and fiber type differences: 3 studies 

Race differences in predisposition to gain fat and where the fat is gained: 2 studies 

Race differences in liver chemistry: 3 studies 

Race differences in kidney function: 3 studies 

Race differences in bone density and strength: 4 studies 

Race differences in lung capacity and function: 4 studies 

Next we can look at race differences in brain size: 

Arctic Peoples - 1443cc 
East Asians - 1416cc 
Europeans - 1369cc 
Native Americans - 1366cc 
Southeast Asians - 1332cc 
Pacific Islanders - 1317cc 
South Asians - 1293cc 
Africans - 1280cc 



Bushmen - 1270cc 



Of course the genders also differ in brain size. Here is some data on that for comparison, though it was 
measured differently, resulting in lower numbers than the above estimates: 

White males: l,416cc 
White females: l,308cc 
Black males: l,319cc 
Black females: l,217cc 

White gender difference: 108cc, 7.6% 
Black gender difference: 102cc, 7.7% 
Race average difference: 94cc, 6.9% 

Now we certainly recognize that there are some innate personality differences between males and 
females, and by innate I mean genetic. And as genes get expressed more, these differences manifest 
more. Of course social pressures may amplify these biological differences, but the social pressures of 
course came from the biological differences that existed in the first place. "Culture" is created by 
biology. "Culture" is a biological construct. 

From the paper "Gender and Ethnic Differences on CPI 434 Scales" by Nancy A. Schaubhut, David 
A.C. Donnay, Richard C. Thompson, and Michael L. Morris, it was found that based on the California 
Psychological Inventory 432, race differences in average psychological profile were found to be 
71.08% of the magnitude of the gender differences on the scale. 



Trait ( 

Dominance: 2 

Capacity 4 Status: 1 

Sociability: 1 

Social Presence: 2 

Self-acceptance: 1 

Independence: 2 

Empathy: 2 
Responsibility: 

Sociability: 1 

Self Control: C 

Good Impression: C 

Communality: C 

Well Being: 1 

Tolerance: C 
Achievement via 

Conformity C 

Achievement via 1 
Independence 
Intellectual Efficiency: 
Psychology 

Mindedness 2 

Flexibility 1 

Femininity £ 



1.05 
0.38 
0.95 
0.25 
1.74 
0.55 



2 

1.37 
8.4 



0.48 
1.89 



G 

2.53 
1.54 
1.15 
2.36 
1.47 
2.09 
2.7 



R 



0.52 
0.32 
2.11 



1.25 

0.53 

0.73 

2.6 

1.16 

0.05 

0.59 

0.81 

0.74 

2.7 

3.65 

1.81 

0.94 

1.91 



2.38 
0.86 



1.74 



1.84 



1.09 



Externality 


2.82 


0.45 


Norm-Doubting 


0.34 


0.75 


Ego 


1.12 


0.81 


Management 






Potential 


1.27 


0.67 


Work Orientation 


1.73 


0.95 


Creative Temperament 


1.59 0.12 


Leadership 


1.7 


0.28 


Amicability 


0.46 


1.27 


Law Enforcement 


2.86 


1.35 


Tough Mindedness 


1.76 


1.89 


Total difference 


51.1 


36.32 


Without femininity 


42.4 


34.21 



The average standard deviation within blacks is 7.37, within whites it is 7.38. The average difference 
between races on any given personality trait is only 1.21. On average, on any given personality trait, 
83.6% of the variance would be within within-race, 16.4% between race. Assuming zero intertrait 
correlation, if you to classify an individual as having a "black" personality or a "white" personality, 
and you only used one of the 30 personality traits, cross classification would occur 41.8% of the time. 
Meaning that a white person would be ascribed a black personality, or a black person ascribed a white 
personality, 41.8% of the time. 

However, when all 30 factors are taken into account, cross classification would occur only 23.3% of the 
time, and in terms of "whole psychological profile", 46.6% of the total variance would be within-race, 
53.4% would be between race. The more factors you take into account, the more the between -race 
differences become larger relative to the within-race differences. 

There are three reasons that even this is probably an underestimate: 

1. The CPI is a self -report. Since people tend to associate with their own race, their self-report is 
colored by a different view of what is "normal", which is colored by the racial composition of the 
people they associate with. What a black person and what a white person would rate as having a 
creative temperament are almost certainly two different, maybe only slightly different, things. 

2. The CPI has a reliability of 0.84. This means that the same person filling out the survey twice will 
have an 84% correlation between the two surveys. And so there is a 16% buffer of randomness, 16% 
noise. If this bugger was 100%, which is to say the reliability was zero, then there would be zero race 
differences on the test. And so the noise buffer actually serves to mask the differences. Since the 
reliability is 0.84, we can conclude that 16% of the race differences are masked (also gender 
differences). 

3. Time-scale. This doesn't look at a person's personality over a 10 year period, but at one point in time. 
If you took 10- year personality arcs instead of single points, I believe you would find greater race (and 
gender) differences. I think of the radical kiddo who becomes more conservative as he grows up - like 
his parents. If you measured their political views when he was 15, he would be very different from his 
parents. However, if you measure the whole arc of political views throughout their lives, you would 
find greater similarity between parent and child based on shared biology. 



And so to find a similar thing based on the familial analogue of racial biology would not be far-fetched. 
And "racial biology" certainly exists, whatever you emotional response to such words may be. 

Race and IQ 

The topic of race and IQ, IQ being a measure of brain function, is huge and messy. I will not be going 
into race and IQ in this book, this book is already titanic as it is. But I will give you a table of contents 
of "Make the World Flat", which is included in the appendix torrent, just to give you an idea: 

- The history of IQ tests 

- The history of scientific racialism and eugenics 

- The existence of semi-discrete races 

- The general heritability of IQ 

- The racial data 

- Test bias 

- Income 

- Stereotype threat 

- School quality 

- Controlled environment studies 

- You don't have to find the genes 

- Subtest heritability 

- Regression to the mean 

- Gene amplification 

Chapter 17: Zitadelle 

Operation Citadel was an attack launched into pre-prepared Soviet defenses, in an attempt to encircle 
roughly 40% of the Soviet ground forces which jutted out into a salient known as the Kursk salient. It 
was an attack that could not be finessed, that could not surprise, 

Diversity 

One way to measure how much people value their workplace is with employee turnover. We know that 
employee-owned firms have a lower turnover than traditional firms - meaning that more employees 
choose to stay and less get fired. 

In the paper "The Effect of Diversity on Turnover: a Large Case Study", by Jonathan Leonard and 
David Levine, it was found that racial diversity correlated with higher employee turnover. This was 
true for all races. Africans in a diverse workplace had a higher turnover, Europeans in a diverse 
workplace had a higher turnover, as did "Hispanics". Gender diversity, on the other hand, was 
associated with lower turnover. This makes sense to me intuitively, since even though by measured 
personality difference, genders are further apart than races 

In the paper "Does Labor Diversity Affect Firm Productivity" by Pierpaolo Parrotta, Dario Pozzoli and 
Mariola Pytlikova, it was found that while ethnic diversity in firms in Denmark correlated with firm 
productivity at -0.06, racial diversity correlated with productivity at -0.25. This is coming from their 



data, but then they go on to spin several alternative hypotheses and say in their conclusion: 

"On the contrary, diversity in demographics and ethnicity bring either no or negative effects on firm 
productivity. Thus, the negative effects coming from communication and integration costs connected to 
a more demographically and culturally diverse seems to counteract the positive effects of diversity 
coming from better problem solving abilities, creativity and knowledge spillover". 

This is complete make-believe. First off, the positive correlation with education diversity and 
productivity was only 0.111, and the authors had no problem immediately concluding that education 
diversity positively impacted company productivity. The negative effect of racial diversity was 
STRONGER than the positive effect of educational diversity. And this better "problem solving abilities, 
creativity and knowledge spillover" exists nowhere in the data they presented. All data shows is strong 
negative effects of racial diversity, and slightly negative effects of ethnic diversity (-0.049). Germans 
and French would be considered different ethnicities. 

According to the paper by Robert Putnam entitled, "E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community in the 
Twenty-first Century", trust for one's neighbors and for other ethnic groups was highest in the most 
homogeneous areas. Meaning that the people with the least contact with other races, tend to trust other 
races the most. And people with the most contact with other races, then to trust other races the least. 
Familiarity breeds contempt. 

This is true for African, Mestizo and European- Americans, and in relation to each other. This means 
that Africans who have less contact with Europeans trust them more, and it means that Europeans with 
less contact with Africans also trust them more. 

People who live in more diverse areas tend to trust their own race less as well, and Putnam believes this 
is evidence that conflict theory (the idea that familiarity breeds contempt) doesn't explain the data, 
though clearly neither does contact theory (the idea that you'll like em if you know em). However I 
would argue that this could be a result of people not wanting to appear "racist" on the surveys. But that 
wrinkle is speculation, what is more clear is that the more diverse an area, the less trust, civic activity 
and charity there is. 

So the empirical studies on the matter all show that racial diversity leads to unhappy campers. And if 
we look to history, we can see that countries like France, Britain, Sweden, Finland, Canada and 
probably many others have the same problems with their non-European immigrants as the United 
States and Brazil does, despite none of these states having had slavery or having fought aggressive 
wars against the Natives like the United States and Brazil did. It is as if there is something innate to 
these populations that revolts against integration. 

Race Mixing 

Arranged marriages succeed at roughly the same rate as chosen marriages, so the argument that people 
will be happier in the long run by making their own choice is just wrong. 

First off, mixed-race marriages are more likely to fail. 41% of mixed marriages fail, compared to 31% 
of same-race marriages. Oh but sure you're a snowflake. Your case is special right? 

Second off is interracial domestic violence rates. From the paper "Intimate Partner Violence and 
Alcohol Problems in Interethnic and Intra-ethnic Couples", by Karen Chartier and Raul Caetano, they 



report the levels of intimate partner violence (IPV) by relationship type: 

White couples: 
None -81.44% 
Moderate - 13.06% 
Severe - 5.49% 

"Hispanic" couples: 
None -73.62% 
Moderate - 12.92% 
Severe - 13.46% 

Black couples: 
None - 66.34% 
Moderate - 13.15% 
Severe - 20.52% 

Interracial couples: 
None - 60.47% 
Moderate - 14.50% 
Severe - 25.02% 

The severe category includes beating up, forcing sex, threatening or using a knife or gun, and choking. 
Oh but I'm sure this doesn't apply to you, because you're just a flippin' snowflake right? You hear in the 
news all these facts about how terrible the state of black families are. And they are. 20.52% of black 
couples REPORTING severe domestic violence is too high, and wasn't always this high, and should be 
fought and changed and can be changed. But interracial relationships are worse, and this is not 
reported. I believe that this is because while the African-American community has been rotted to the 
core by cultural marxism, mixed-race marriages are an explicit expression of cultural marxism. 

If you think these numbers are high, keep in mind that according to the paper "Unreported cases of 
domestic violence against women: towards an epidemiology of social silence, tolerance, and inhibition" 
by Enrique Gracia, domestic violence is estimated to effect roughly 25% of the US population, but only 
15% goes reported, creating a multiplier of 1.67 for the real rate. This would put the severe domestic 
violence among interracial couples at 41.78%. Perhaps that's a bit high, and perhaps the unreporting 
has more to do with specific incidents not being reported, not people who never report being abused. 
But 1 in 3 doesn't seem too far off to me. 

One argument for race mixing is that mixed race people are healthier or "more fit". Richard Udry's 
1994-1996 study entitled "The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health" found data that 
contradicts this. Granted it only dealt with self-report, but assuming that self -reports, while imprecise, 
are accurate over large numbers, he found that mixed-race people were on the whole less healthy than 
either of the race they were comprised of. Meaning that Mulattoes were less healthy than Europeans, 
and were less healthy than Africans. He expressed the results as a ratio of mixed race compared to the 
monoracial type. For example, on the chart below, a mixed race offspring would be 1.69 times more 
likely to rate their health as poor as a white student. 



Symptom: white ratio / black ratio 
Poor health: 1.69/1.60 



Wake up tired: 1.12/1.37 
Skin problems: 1.23 / 1.63 
Headaches: 1.19/1.28 
Aches/Pains: 1.34/1.48 
Sleep problems: 1.58 / 1.63 
Depressed: 1.50/1.94 
Suicidal: 1.34/1.50 

Hardly the mixed race superman pushed by egalitarian pseudoscientists. There is also a theory that 
explains this. It's that race-mixing breaks down co-adaptive gene complexes. Each gene doesn't evolve 
in isolation, it evolves in relation to other genes, and so over time populations not only develop similar 
genes, but at some points develop gene complexes that create desirable traits if they evolve together. 
Genes can create proteins that effect the expression of another gene. In animals, this breakdown of co- 
adaptive gene complexes is called "outbreeding depression", and there is no reason to imagine that this 
doesn't also happen in humans, and so the self-reported worse health of mixed-race kids could be 
attributable to this. But it's just a hypothesis. 

Also keep in mind that African- Americans are about 20% European by admixture, and so we can 
imagine that pure blooded Africans, raised in a western environment, would be exceptionally vital. On 
the other hand, African- Americans faced harsh selective pressures over the middle passage and slavery, 
and so could be hardier than Africans in Africa despite the Euro admixture. After all, the fastest 
sprinters in the world come from former African slave populations in the US and Caribbean, not West 
Africa itself. 

I have not seen any other systematic study that purports to measure the health effects of race mixing. 
Alan Ziv (who happens to be Jewish) wrote a book called "Breeding Between the Lines" where the 
brings up various anecdotes about mixed-race people being more attractive and healthy than 
monoracial people, but no studies. No data. The only real argument for race-mixing is that it prevents 
inbreeding depression. This is caused by the over-expression of recessive alleles, which are the engine 
of mutation. And while mutation is necessary for evolution, most mutations are deleterious. And if say 
a sister and a brother have a kid, they will have hundreds of recessive alleles being expressed, meaning 
hundreds of mutations, and the odds that this will, overall, create a more healthy and fit offspring is 
astronomically small. Most likely it will make an offspring that is stupid and unhealthy. 

This effect is so deleterious, that humans have evolved a mechanism by which they are not sexually 
attracted to the people they grew up with as children. But interestingly, humans evolved no such 
mechanism to prevent them mating with members of the same race. In fact, humans are on average 
more attracted to members of their own race than to other races. If monoracial mating produced 
unhealthy offspring, why do they seem to produce healthier offspring from what limited evidence there 
is, and why are people on average more attracted to their own race? 

Another argument against anti-race mixing laws is that when such laws are removed, 1 in 12 marriages 
are mixed, and so anti-miscegenation laws can be seen as a limit against the natural urge of humans to 
mix. But with that logic, I can say that anti-theft laws are arbitrary limits against the natural urge of 
humans to steal! Because if you were to remove anti-theft laws, well, no doubt theft would increase! 
Does this mean that humans are naturally pro-theft, and that anti-theft laws should be abolished? No! 
The laws themselves were a reflection of the innate desires of the people of the time. 

When hockey players play pick-up games, as individuals, they will choose not to wear helmets since, 



while more dangerous, this gives them better visibility. However, whenever they are asked if 
EVERYONE should be required to wear a helmet, they almost always vote to require everyone to wear 
a helmet. What is rational for the individual is not necessarily rational as a collective plan. From what 
evidence that exists, race-mixing is such a situation. 

In 1691 Virgina passed an anti-miscegenation law, which was strengthened in 1924 by the Racial 
Integrity Act. In 1692 Maryland enacted a similar law. The United States, immediately following World 
War 2, had the highest share of world GDP it would ever have. This was the absolute zenith of the 
United States in power relative to the rest of the world. At no point before, and no point after will, the 
United States, be so decisively on top. During the year 1948, during the window of the United States' 
zenith, 41 of the 48 states at the time had anti-race mixing laws of some sort. 

As an aside, these laws only put restrictions on white people. Whites were prevented from marrying 
Mestizos, Africans and East Asians in California. But an East Asian could marry a Mestizo. 

I don't mean to say that the anti-race mixing laws had anything to do with the United States' 
dominance, though they might have. I simply mean to say that they were clearly not a hindrance. And 
so this notion that a country, to be modern and such, must not have anti-race mixing laws, or must in 
general be "liberal" and "tolerant" and "open", is just matter of factly false. The illiberal policies 
regarding women and homosexuals in Singapore and the United Arab Emirates did not stop them from 
becoming some of the wealthiest states on the planet. Currently Israel prohibits marriages between 
Jews and non-Jews, which isn't technically a racial law, but is the same principle. And while Israel has 
it's share of problems, nobody would say that this illiberal marriage law is the cause. 

By intelligence, the least intelligent are the most socially conservative. These people think they least 
and just go by gut instinct. Those of moderate intelligence are socially liberal, because they like to 
imagine that they are employing "reason" and "rationality". While those of the highest intelligence start 
to become more socially conservative as they understand the effects of policies that vindicates the 
instincts. 

It's a whole basket of bad things. And lastly, I would like to see my race preserved as an end in itself. 
There's no logical or statistical defense for this, nor does there need to be, as it is a base value. And we 
don't need another mixed race asshole who gets all pissy about racial preservationist desires just 
because he's a mutt. 

Opposition to anti-miscegenation laws, as far as I have read, has never been on the grounds of utility, 
but on a strange "morality" and "freedom". But what "freedom" is this? That produces domestic 
violence and divorce? That produces deracinated communities? And that creates a population of mixed- 
race people who are openly hostile to any racial identity in others. 

In all other animals and plants, humans have a natural tendency to want to preserve the pure types. This 
desire used to exist openly in humans in the form of segregation, immigration and anti-race mixing 
laws. In fact prior to 1965, the United States had an immigration policy that was designed to maintain 
the European majority of the United States. 

If you fancy yourself a "true american", I'm not sure what that could mean. In 1942, 90% of all people 
in the United States opposed interracial marriages. If you oppose interracial marriage today, then 
obviously you are completely out of step with the majority view of the United States today. If you 
support mixed marriages, and support non-European immigration, and oppose racial segregation, then 



you are anathema to the explicitly racial nature of the United States that was in full force as recently as 
1942. 

In the United States, the Nazi Party was despised for being "fascist" and anti-freedom, not for their 
racial views, which were really only brought up when they started losing battles against the USSR - a 
people claimed to be sub-human by Hitler. Winston Churchill actually campaigned for a "white 
Britain" and to "keep Britain white". And Winston Churchill was anti-Hitler during the period from 
1933-1938 when Hitler was generally popular in France and Britain. Churchill was anti-Hitler before it 
was cool, and worked doggedly to keep Britain in the war and suppress the peace proposals given by 
Hitler - which would have asked nothing of Britain, and would have released France, Belgium, 
Holland, Denmark and Norway from Nazi occupation. 

Churchill also ordered bombings of Berlin on the advice of a psychological profile of Hitler that said 
Hitler would respond by attacking London. It wasn't a fluke, there were 8 bombing raids on Berlin in 
1940, which we now know were ordered by Churchill over the objections of the RAF, after which an 
enraged Hitler ordered the attack on London. This did two things: 

1. It gave the Royal Air Force a respite from the bombing of airfields and aircraft factories, giving them 
time to recover 

2. It galvanized the British population, who prior to the blitz were wavering in their support of the war 

In 1943, in a meeting with Roosevelt, Churchill agreed to demand an unconditional surrender of 
Germany, ruling out any negotiated peace. So it is safe to say that Churchill was thoroughly anti-Hitler 
and anti-Nazi, and yet, would today be considered a white nationalist. And so how strange is it that 
today, any expression of European racial interests are immediately related to the Nazis, when the Nazis' 
most dogged enemy was an explicit racialist, and the United States had anti-miscegenation laws in 41 
of 48 states? 

The equation with racial laws on immigration and marriage with Nazism is also fallacious since such 
laws existed in Canada, Australia and the United States and did not lead to genocidal conquests. What 
tends to lead to racial aggression is SUPREMACISM, such that existed in Nazi Germany and to a 
lesser extent in Imperial Japan. By supremacism, I mean both prescriptive and descriptive - they their 
race out to rule, and was "superior". 

(Arguably this also existed in the British Empire, but I would say it wasn't a driving force, and it came 
as a justification after the empire already existed.) 

Racial Segregation 

We don't see people of European descent getting bent out of shape because they earn less money than 
east asians, or score lower on standardized tests than east asians. Nowhere is there some great cry to 
eliminate the European-East Asian test score or income gap. Nobody cares, because people don't 
naturally care about such things. But the black-white income gap is something we are told is some 
terrible thing that must be corrected, or that blacks must score the same as whites on standardized tests. 
Why? What will happen when these gaps go away? Will we win a prize or something? Currently, 
African- Americans earn more than people of European ancestry worldwide: 



Norway - $60,405 

US "Asians" - $56,308 



Switzerland - $51,262 
US Europeans - $50,723 

United States - $48,112 
Holland - $42,772 
Austria - $42,196 
US Mestizos - $41,981 
Ireland -$41,682 
Sweden - $41,467 
Denmark - $40,908 
Germany - $39,491 
Britain - $35,657 
US Africans -$35,311 
France - $35,246 
Japan -$34,314 
European Union - $32,644 
Spain - $32,045 
Czech - $26,208 
Portugal - $25,372 
Slovakia - $23,910 
Russia - $21,246 
Lithuania - $20,321 
Argentina - $17,554 
Romania - $15,139 
Belarus - $14,938 
Bulgaria - $14,825 

Oh the horror. African-Americans earn about as much as the French and the British per capita. Now 
what Brahmins and lickspittles like to do is point to the racial wealth disparity, which is much greater. 
But they never factor in the effect Africans and Mestizos having more kids has on the buildup of 
savings, and thus wealth. Mestizos especially spend their surplus income on big families, while 
Europeans are (rather foolishly in my opinion) saving and investing it. 

In the paper "The Racial Unemployment Gap in Long Run Perspective", by Robert Fairlie and William 
Sundstrom, US African- American and European-American unemployment were practically the same 
from 1880 to 1940, with measurements taken at 1880, 1900, 1910 and 1940. Black unemployment was 
lower than white unemployment in 1880 and 1910. 

According to the paper "Culture and entrepreneurship? African American and immigrant self- 
employment in the United States", by Vicki Bogan and William Darity, black self-employment was 
somewhat higher under Jim Crow to the extent it was measured: 

Black self-employment in the US by year: 

1910-5.3% 
1920-5.8% 
1940-6.1% 
1950-4.1% 
1960-3.6% 
1970-3.9% 



1980-3.3% 



After telling the story of the movement in Tuskegee, Alabama, Robert Norrell said, 

"The attainment of political rights in the 1960s had raised the hopes of poor blacks for material 
advancement. ..Most of the hopes for economic advancement were disappointed, however. " 

Peter Applebombe claimed that Civil Rights was "a mixed blessing for southern blacks, who won a 
measure of integration into a white world at the expense of some of the enduring and nurturing 
institutions of the old black one. " 

Applebombe reports that black nostalgia for the era of segregation has become "a common theme 
throughout the South. " 

According to Robert E. Weems, Jr., "White-Owned businesses, rather than unfettered black consumers, 
were the primary beneficiaries of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. " 

To what extent this is true, I am not sure, but it sounds plausible. African-Americans in the Jim Crow 
South had no access to white stores, white theatres, white restaurants, and so to get those things, they 
had to make them themselves. And this would explain a higher proportion of African- American 
ownership of the means of production while they were locked out of white markets as both consumers 
or producers. 

I couldn't find any good statistics on divorce and historical African- American illegitimacy rates, so I 
will instead quote from Walter Williams' article, "Blaming The Past": 

"Only 40 percent of black children live in two-parent households. The illegitimacy rate among blacks 
stands close to 70 percent. The "legacy of slavery" explanation for today's weak black family structure 
loses all manner of credibility when one examines evidence from the past. Even during slavery, most 
black children lived in biological two-parent families. One study of nineteenth century slave families 
(Herbert Gutman, The Black Family in Slavery and Freedom: 1750-1925) found that in up to three- 
fourths of the families, all the children had the same mother and father. In New York City, in 1925, 85 
percent of kin-related black households were double-headed. In fact, "Five in six children under the 
age of six lived with both parents. " 

Both during slavery and as late as 1920, a black teenage girl raising a child without a man was rare 
among blacks. Historian Herbert Gutman, also found in analyzing data on black families in Harlem 
between 1905 and 1925, that only 3 percent of all families "were headed by a woman under thirty. " 
Thomas Sowell found, "Going back a hundred years, when blacks were just one generation out of 
slavery, we find that census data of that era showed that a slightly higher percentage of black adults 
had married than white adults. This fact remained true in every census from 1890 to 1940. " 

In an interview with John Stossel, Walter Williams pointed out that the illegitimacy rate in Sweden was 
54%, far higher than that of African- Americans. Now I personally believe Africans are inherently a bit 
rowdier and a bit more impulsive than Europeans, but given the historical differences, the bulk of the 
difference in family structure in the United States between Europeans and Africans today cannot be 
down to some innate genetic difference. And the idea that Africans need Europeans for civilization is 
empirically false. 



So we can see in some ways African- Americans were better off during Jim Crow. This is not to defend 
Jim Crow. There were a million and one humiliations leveled upon the Africans by Jim Crow, and the 
African- Americans may have even been economically depressed by Jim Crow law, but I'm not sold on 
that, especially since the period of the greatest narrowing of the black-white income gap from 1956 to 
1972 began before the civil rights act. In fact, most of the income narrowing occurred before 1965. 

It was a bad system because it was dishonorable, vindictive and petty. And those were the grounds on 
which it was initially opposed, moral grounds. But this moral opposition has since mutated into 
demands for equal outcomes and vague calls "reparations" - which are never quantified and thus in 
practice are infinite. 

And it created problems because it didn't go far enough. I do believe African-Americans should have 
their own schools, and their own churches, their own houses, their own movie theatres. And also their 
own businesses, and their own currency, their own laws, their own military and their own land. In short, 
their own country, which should be comprised of the states of Louisiana, Arkansas, Mississippi and 
Alabama. 

Different races probably have different natures. It would be very weird if they didn't. 

Some are more impulsive than others, and this impulsiveness extends to criminal behavior. For a 
society, it is a cost to imprison somebody, since this person now isn't working or developing skills. And 
so a society must tailor the laws to deter criminal behavior, but it cannot be so harsh as to imprison too 
much of the population. It is not good to have 1 in 3 males go to prison. 

In the United States, roughly 1 in 3 black males go to prison, compared to 1 in 106 white males. 1 in 
106 is probably too high for white males, but it is insanely high for black males. The legal system in the 
US was designed by whites for whites, and it serves as a useful deterrent effect for whites. 

And so the level of punishment in the United States is closer to optimal for whites, but is crazy and 
punitive for blacks. But since blacks do not have their own country, they must suffer under a legal 
system that doesn't take into account the different nature of blacks. At around 1900, the black overall 
crime rate was only 5 times that of the white rate, which would suggest that only 1 in 21 blacks should 
go to jail under the current legal order on average. But how much of even that was due to bias? 

Perhaps in 1900, since the bias was overt, it was graded against slightly. Now, where racial bias is 
unspoken, it's not graded against at all. 

I don't know. I don't have all the answers, and I don't need all the answers. The point is that the current 
US legal system is not serving blacks. 

Four more arguments for racial segregation are: 

1. Gender disparity in sexual attractiveness. The races evolved to be attracted to the opposite sex of 
their race, but when mixed together, you get situations where East Asian males are not as attractive to 
other races as East Asian females, and a similar situation with African females versus African males. 

2. Sports representation. 

3. Economic stratification. Since the society is monoracial, members of your race will be seen equally 



at all levels. 



4. A breathing space for African-Americans to relax and learn without being compared to white people. 

In all likelihood you have been against such policies since you have never heard good arguments for 
them. And I'm just a 23 year old tech support intern who cobbled this together in his free time. Imagine 
the force that a professional academic could have if he devoted himself to deconstructing cultural 
marxism. 

Chapter 18: Psychologizing Cultural Marxists 

In this chapter I will let loose and psychologize the cultural marxists. 

1 . The group conformity factor 

2. The religion factor 

Group Conformity 

There is a phenomenon known as "group polarization", where people tend to hold more extreme 
positions when people of like mind get into groups. I believe this is caused by one-upmanship. 

Individuals within a group are constantly reassessing how they look in relation to others, and are 
constantly readjusting their positions in relation to others. As Roger Brown in 1974 pointed out, "To be 
virtuous is to be different from the mean (average), in the right direction and to the right degree". When 
individuals in a group learn what the new norm is, they "improve" their ratings. And because everyone 
does this, this produces an overall choice shift. 

I don't just want to treat other people equally, I actually really like other peoples 
I don't just really like other peoples, I prefer other peoples 

I don't just prefer other peoples, I hate my own people, that's how far from "racist" I am 

This is one-upmanship. "I'm similar to the group, but just a little better than the group. I hold the 
popular opinion, but even more than others." I call this hyper-orthodoxy. If you are of European 
ancestry, anywhere on the planet, you aware of and in fear of the ever-present threat of being a "racist". 
To be a "racist" is similar to being a "heretic" in the middle ages. So pushed by the threat of "racism", 
and pulled by the lure of views associated with high status, the conformist and the status-seeker are 
constantly escalating their anti-"racism". 

In the United States, there were laws for segregation within the United States. These laws fell out of 
favor, and the general public began to support equality of opportunity (which I don't, and neither do 
you except in the abstract). What has happened is that support for equal opportunity has become a 
Brahmin sensibility, and so adopting those sensibilities is associated with high status. 

To be "racist" is to be "low status", and to be a legitimate target of attack physically, though more often 
socially. But this creates a problem: in any non-fascist society, there must be a proportion of the 
population that is kept down and sneered upon. But as the sensibilities of the general public move 
further and further to what we will call "the left", "racism" has to move with it. This creates what I call 
"racism inflation", where more and more things are labeled "racist". 



The cultural marxists NEED "racists" to serve as the undergroup to attack. 

But very quickly you hit a wall. Because once everyone claims to support equal opportunity as the 
opinion of the group, what more can you do? Is that not game over? How much more "not racist" can 
you get than zero? This is a crisis for the narcissist whose wish is to put himself as even higher status 
than everyone else. 

Enter "white privilege". "White privilege" is as it sounds. White people, all white people, are 
"privileged", and this "privilege" must be broken down psychologically and institutionally. In practice 
this means laws discriminating against whites economically, and an informal program of demonizing 
and villifying any white identity and pumping up non- white racial nationalism. And so the theory of 
"white privilege" gives the narcissist a path to superiority over his peers by being "progressiver than 
thou". 

"Racism" is graded on a curve. So even if you believe everyone should be judged by their merit, if the 
midpoint is at support for "affirmative action", then if you don't support "affirmative action" then you 
are a "racist". 

Religion 

Sometimes fact is stranger than fiction, but usually, fiction is stranger than fact. This is because fiction 
is not bound by reality. Fiction can say "the battle between the USDP and USRP is a battle between two 
diametrically opposed and distinct worldviews", when really it's more like party infighting. Another 
false "truism" is that there are lies, damned lies and statistics. It's much easier to lie with anecdote and 
gestalt impression than with statistics. 

Now most people need some creed and something to believe in. If one isn't given to them, they'll just 
make shit up. If god is dead, something will fill the void. Usually it's the "progressive/rational/skeptic 
blah blah blah" thing. And so cultural marxism can be seen as serving the function of a religion. 

The Universities themselves actually grew out of the Cathedral schools, aka Montessoris. Harvard, for 
example, was founded to educate the next generation of clergy in the Americas, since no such school 
existed in the Americas at the time. At the Cathedral schools, you would have two paths - the clergy 
and the professions. The clergy went into the countryside and taught the masses the dominant ideology 
of their day, which was the Papal interpretation of Christianity. At the time, church was state, state was 
church. Law was evaluated as binding based on it's correspondence with scripture. There was no notion 
of separation of church and state. In 1000 AD, the notion of "separation of church and state" was as 
alien as separation of water and wet. 

Today, you have a similar split between the ideology and the professions. People who go to universities 
to get STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math) degrees, and people who go to get degrees in 
ideological subjects and then become teachers, or if they are exceptionally brilliant defenders of the 
status quo they can break into the professoriat (modern equivalent of bishops), or even deans (modern 
equivalent of cardnials). Though there is no modern equivalent of a pope simply because an analogous 
position doesn't formally exist, there are multiple people who attain pope-like status. 

And today what you see is a desire to merge university and state, with the idea that we'll just have all 
the most amazing policies and norms and it'll be as close to Utopia as practicable. I would also say that 



cultural marxists are worse than the Christians TODAY in terms of intolerance for alternative views, 
and that their ideology is one of original and inescapable sin. We are all "racist", "sexist", 
"homophobic", "heteronormative", inheritors of "white privilege" and "male privilege", and like Saint 
Thomas Aquinas before them, they had their pwnage of heretics. Aquinas was a bit more eloquent 
though. 

I would say that the kinds of people who go to universities and get ideological degrees are the modern 
psychological analogues to people who went to the cathedral schools to enter the church. And people 
who shriek against "racism" as some terrible evil and seek out and are on a crusade to stamp out 
"racism" are the modern psychological analogues to the inquisitors. 



And the modern christian fundamentalists who tend to hold libertarian views are analogous to the 
protestants who opposed the Papacy. 

Of course this criticism boomerangs back on me, since I'm an atheist, and I have opinions. However, I 
believe I am more cognizant of the tendency of man (of which I am one) to drift into fantasy and 
fanaticism, and I certainly don't have the cultic institutions that the cultural marxists have, and since 
cultural marxism is the status quo which I broke out of, I have demonstrated that I had the ability to 
shake off beliefs at least at one time. 

Chapter 19: The Partitioning of the United States 

The United States' best days are behind it. The debt to GDP ratio continues to grow, and neither party is 
willing to solve it, neither party will solve it. The United States cannot pay for the entitlement programs 
that exist, and as of January 2013, it is not. 

While the bogus "unemployment rate" in the US may go down, the percentage of the US population 
which actually has a job has kept falling: 

2006: 63.1% of citizens of the United States, of any age, had a job 

2007:63% 

2008: 62.2% 

2009: 59.3% 

2010: 58.5% 

2011: 58.4% 

How can this happen if the "unemployment rate" keeps falling? Well the BLS official "unemployment 
rate" stops counting people after 6 months unemployed, as it assumes that those people don't want to 
work. Funny how it seems as though more and more people "don't want to work" every day. 

If you look further back on the data from the BLS, you will find that the employment rate is actually 
lower before 2000. This is because women weren't in the workforce. 

And so what you saw was an influx of women, more so as the older generations died out, resulting in a 
gradual rise of the percent of the population employed, until the year 2000, at which point the 
deterioration of the US economy overpowered the effect of more women job- seekers. This coincides 



with George Bush's presidency, but based on Bush's policies, I believe this is a coincidence, especially 
since Bush didn't enter office until 2001, at which point the first year of the great employment decline 
had already occurred under Clinton, and this general decline in employment is continuing under 
Obama. 

We can also look at the US Debt to GDP ratio over time: 

2008 - 69.5% 

2009 - 85.2% 
2010-93.25% 
2011 -98.7% 
2012-104.8% 

We can also look at the interest paid on the US "national debt": 

2007 - $430 billion 

2008 - $451 billion 

2009 - $383 billion 

2010 - $414 billion 

2011 -$454 billion 

2012 - $360 billion 

The interest paid can go down even as the total national debt goes up because interest is determined by 
having to pay off bonds that year, and apparently, in 2012, not as many bonds were due that year. What 
this means is that these interest payments will go up, in the long run, in proportion to the size of the 
"national debt", and probably even more since the bondholders will demand higher interest rates as the 
risk that the US will default increases. 

We can also look at the US Federal Deficit by year. The deficit is the money spent that isn't covered by 
tax revenue, and so has to be paid by issuing bonds, which expands the money supply and sets off the 
business cycle: 

2008 - $459 billion 

2009 - $1,413 trillion 

2010 - $1,294 trillion 
2011 -$1,300 trillion 
2012- $1,327 trillion 

The current welfare system in the United States - Medicare, Medicaid, Income Security, Social 
Security - cannot be funded with current tax revenue, at least not at the current rates. The mythical 
economic growth that will supposedly result in higher tax revenue won't materialize, because the 
United States has a negative savings rate. People simply aren't willing to invest in the United States. 

As of July 2012, there is estimated to be $32 trillion sequestered offshore by citizens of the United 
States. There's $32 trillion of capital, not being invested, because these people (who by the way are 
very good at making money) don't perceive the United States as a good investment. Internalize that: 
the United States, as a whole, is not a good investment. 

The United States had an opportunity with the "fiscal cliff' to fix the problem, since the "fiscal cliff 



was a series of tax hikes and budget cuts that would have, not counting for economic feedback, reduced 
the deficit $606 billion. It was no "cliff', it was what should have been done. By calling it a "cliff, the 
USDP and USRP were able to galvanize the public in opposition to fiscal responsibility. 

More bad news is that the rate of startups per million in the United States people has declined: 

1994: 2.12 
1995: 2.22 
1996: 2.21 
1997: 2.29 
1998: 2.23 
1999: 2.21 
2000: 2.27 
2001: 2.24 
2002: 2.15 
2003: 2.11 
2004: 2.08 
2005: 2.16 
2006: 2.25 
2007: 2.20 
2008: 2.08 
2009: 1.80 
2010: 1.65 
2011: 1.73 

Less and less are the people in control of the means of production. 

And you must understand that the advocates of free markets and fiscal restraint can't beat the advocates 
of free stuff. Support for free markets is abstract and data-driven, it's long term, whereas free stuff is 
simple and immediate. To compound this problem is that the universities are starting to argue against 
freedom and autonomy, and so now you have high IQ types (The Citadel) arguing against freedom. 

Currently, the United States exists in such a way that it forces people who don't want to have anything 
to do with each other to be bound together. You don't like everyone in your personal life, you don't let 
anyone into your house, you don't give everyone access to your stuff, it's not real and it's not natural. 
And the kinds of people who want all sorts of equalities and want to combat all sorts of real or 
imagined prejudices - these people are miserable. 

For example, fat acceptance. There is a movement to get guys to be attracted to fat chicks. These girls 
are going to be miserable because they're not going to get laid with anyone good, they're going to be 
mad about it, and really they're certainly aware that they are not at all attractive. Feminists are also 
miserable. Or environment people, or social justice people. These people twist their lives around for 
some bogus "cause" that has nothing to do with the real nature of man. They really are like bolsheviks. 

You only live once. I advance this movement I have going on, but really I'm going to have fun doing it. 
I enjoyed writing this book, I enjoy making good arguments and I enjoy persuading people, and I enjoy 
this whole millieu. My retirement plan is the Smith and Wesson plan. Gun, bullet, done. I want my 
money available for me for when I can enjoy it. I'm not spending stupid amounts of money on end of 
life care to be a tube person. 



Maybe the government will be there to take care of me, but probably not. If it is, I'll take that. If not, 
bullet. 

None of these problems are going to be solved by the USFG because nobody is going to attempt to 
solve them. The first thing you need to solve these problems is a nation willing to solve them, and the 
United States is not. The United States is not a nation. Currently the United States is aimless because 
the United States is not a real country, it is a multiethnic empire akin to the Soviet Union, Austria- 
Hungary, Yugoslavia, the Ottoman Empire, the Roman Empire, et cetera. What do all of those states 
have in common? They don't exist anymore. They split apart. Sometimes violently, sometimes not. The 
dissolution of Austria-Hungary and the USSR were done non-violently. 

Countries like Britain and France, through many government changes, retained the identity of "Britain" 
and "France". This is because they were nation- states. The United States is not a nation-state, so the 
identity itself will be gone. 

If you support the United States, ask yourself, what on earth are you supporting? The United States that 
currently exists is completely alien to the United States that existed in 1942. It is not the same country. 
The country that you are supporting, at the earliest, came into existence in 1965. And it's getting worse 
by the day. All metrics point down, down, down. And these are all government numbers I've been 
using, God knows what the real numbers are. 

If you have some military connection, then it's not the United States you are a part of, it is a much 
narrower institution, one which holds values completely alien to those held by the typical citizen of the 
United States. And the partitioning of the United States will give you the chance to have a new military, 
formed anew, or perhaps a country based on your values, depending on how it all plays out. 

Any "agreement" you made to support the United States was made under duress. You had no choice. 
The pledge of allegiance was effectively forced upon you. While legally you could have objected, at 
that age you had no mind to, and if you did it wouldn't be easy. The United States is not you, because it 
is not anyone. What would the loyalty be to? The flag? The geography? The government? The 
constitution nobody reads? The only people I can understand supporting the United States is as a 
vehicle to enslave others. To force people who don't want to be a part of it to be a part of it. 

But I am betting that this is a minority of people, even among the Africans and Mestizos whom are 
often claimed to be leechers and parasites. I'm betting that they are not. 

What strikes me as odd is the idea that being part of the United States is some great deal. There are 
many countries on the planet that, despite not being part of the United States, are wealtheir on a per 
capita basis than the United States, are happier than the United States, and China is on track to having a 
higher overall GDP than the United States. With every act of congress, the idea that being part of the 
US is a good deal becomes increasingly implausible. 

Below, and linked in the sources, is a map of the proposed partition of the United States. This is not to 
be set in stone, but to be seen as a rough outline, a general conclusion to be aimed for. The countries to 
be aimed for are: 



Green: New Europe 



Rose: The Pacific Commonwealth 
Tan: Hawaii 
Brown: Atzlan 
Black: New Africa 

Red:: The Lakota Nation and Oklahoma 
Light blue: The Democratic States of America 
Dark blue: The Republican States of America 
Blue: The remainder of The United States of America 




In regards to the "national debt", I see this done by fobbing it off on each citizen of the United States. 
This is necessary because immediately following the partition of the United States, there will be mass 
expulsions and migrations, and some countries will end up with smaller populations than they started 
with once it all "shakes out". So a debt assignment on the basis of population will work better, as the 
debt will follow the population levels. 

One may view all of this as pie-in-the-sky, but the plan has to start somewhere, and the goal has to start 



somewhere. To push for a new world, a better world, one without the United States. The goal of this 
book was three fold: 

1 . Create an understanding of what ideological groups actually believe 

2. Create a recognition of the inescapably violent and oppressive nature of states 

3. Create a support for secession in principle 

4. To recruit for European racial nationalism 

5. To increase tolerance of racial nationalism in principle 

Chapter 20: Omniseparatism 

Bryan Caplan argues for multiracial and multicultural states because the general support for welfare 
goes down in diverse areas. And this makes sense to me, and is good news that I'm not the only 
national socialist on the planet. In fact, such sentiments seem quite popular. 

What I prescribe is a union of separatists. Instead of clawing at each other, the ideological groups 
should recognize that different doesn't mean enemy - unless your ideology is intolerant, in which case 
you're just an authoritarian asshole who should be done away with. 

And this union of separatists agrees not on territory based on the people who already live there, but on 
proportionate partition. Proportionate partition is that area - by value - is assigned to a group based on 
their number willing to separate. In practice, we want to limit the amount of forced migrations, and so 
we will want to choose areas that are already filled with the corresponding racial and/or ideological 
group. 

For example, Aztlan being in the Southwestern US, and New Africa being in the southern Mississippi 
river area, and the RSA being in predominantly republican areas, et cetera. 

Most people move multiple times in their lives. According to the US Census, roughly 6% of the 
population moves substantially each year (14% move if you include moving within-county). I estimate 
that roughly 33% of the US population would be forced to move as a result of partition or will move 
voluntarily. This is a lot of movement, but it's less than 5.5 times the annual rate already. Lets not kid 
ourselves - 5.5 times is a lot more, but it's not inconceivable. 

Sure, new school, new friends, all this has been done before, you know what you're in for. Though in 
some ways, it will be even easier, since so many people are moving around, it becomes a normal thing 
to have new people. 

I have no crystal ball, but I believe that, in New Europe, a black person who just wanted to live out his 
last years in Idaho, would be left alone. And his family could visit and all that. The point is to maintain 
racial homogeneity. 

The real issue is the economic dislocation. Firms are going to have to incorporate new personnel in 
their operations - roughly a third, AND to the extent that the personnel no longer matches the 
operations in an area, they will have to move operations. How much movement? Well that's hard to say. 

If the population movement is 33%, and the normal annual movement is 6%, then the best prediction 
for the amount of operation dislocation to be 5.5 times the normal annual amount. 



I recall when my grandmother lived in Illinois and moved to Florida. At first, she didn't want to, 
because she felt she had "roots" in Illinois. Having left for Florida, she was shocked at how all of her 
friends nonchalantly waved her bye, and how quickly she developed a new social network of equal 
size, and one that was actually better, since she wasn't maintaining old friendships out of inertia with 
people she had drifted away from. 

This fear of dislocation is overblown. It's an unrealistic fear of change (real change, not Obama- 
change). It's possible that the new countries in the former US could refuse to cooperate economically. 
That's possible, but that's not how countries - even in SS Africa - operate. We can look at trade with 
Mexico and Canada, or trade between Central and South American countries. Or trade within the 
European Union countries, or trade between EU and non-EU countries in Europe. 

Hell, India cooperates with Pakistan and Bangladesh. 

But for what dislocation there will be, think of it like a doctor fixing a broken arm. The first thing the 
doctor does is break it again so that it can heal properly. The US is broken, and needs to be broken 
again in order for a proper development going forward, and this involves the recognition of nations, the 
reality of race, the inevitability of racialism and nationalism, and that the institutions and ideas that are 
in power - the universities, the press, and the US Government - are the cause of the problem. As one 
would expect. 

A polyglot country doesn't have a uniform interest in solving problems. It has sectarian interests, each 
trying to get what's best for their ideological or racial group, and this results in a tragedy of the 
commons, and nonsense policy that follows no coherent plan because the country ITSELF is 
incoherent. 

Having read the first section on public opinion, hopefully you can guard against the natural tendency of 
man to support that which exists merely because it exists, and instead take this opportunity to make 
your new world. And hopefully you can have a visceral understanding of the potential future of a 
partitioned USA: 

- Moving and the hassle of moving 

- The company you work for having some program to maintain employment in a new area, or getting a 
new job in that area, new friends, new school for the kids. 

- Then realizing the people you are around are more like you 

- Then, after say 3 years, things are getting better economically. The general economy is more 
prosperous, promotions are easier to come by, jobs are easier to come by, and your dollar (or whatever 
the currency is) goes farther. 

- You find it easier to get the medical services you need, from either a universal healthcare plan or a 
free market plan, both of which are infinitely superior to the gagglefuck that is the US medical 
situation. 

Why insist on being chained to people who you hate, and who hate you? You have nothing to lose but 
those chains. You have a new world to win. 

Join the National Libertarian Socialist People's Action Party (NLSPAP). 



> Flag here < 



